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. BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

IN RE: 

DEMOCRATIC SENATORIAL 
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE, ET AL. 

Respondents. 

MUR4516 

RESPONDENTS' MOTION TO DISMISS 

Respondents Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee; State Democratic 

Executive Committee of Alabama; Democratic Party of Arkansas Federal Account; 

Democratic State Central Committee of Colorado; Idaho State Democratic Party; Kansas 

Democratic State Committee; Kentucky State Democratic Central Executive Committee; 

Democratic State Central Committee of Louisiana General FECA Account; Maine 

Democratic State Committee; New Hampshire Democratic State Committee; New Jersey 

Democratic State Committee; Democratic Party of Oregon; (the "Parties") and Roger H. 

Bedford for U.S. Senate; Beshear for U.S. Senate; Tom Bruggere for U.S. Senate; Friends of 

Max Cleland for U.S. Senate; Close for Senate; Jill Docking for U.S. Senate; Houston 

Gordon for Senate; The Kerry Committee; Friends of Senator Carl Levin; Sally Thompson for 

Senate; Citizens'for SwetdSwett for Senate Committee; Torricelli for U. S. Senate, Inc.; and 

Wellstone for Senate (the "Campaigns")l hereby move the Federal Election Commission 

("FEC" or the "Commidsion") to dismiss MUR 45 16. 

1 As well as their respective treasurers. 

[04005-000 imA963390.025] -1- 
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BACKGROUND 

Before the Commission is one in a series of complaints filed by the National 

Republican Senatorial Committee ("NRSC") against the Democratic Party and its candidates 

regarding "issue advertisements" recently run by the various State and National Democratic 

'. 

Party Committees around the country. Specifically, in this complaint the NRSC alleges that 

advertisements financed and run by the Parties in the fall of 1996 violated the Federal Election 
e 

Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. 66 43 1 et sea. ("FECA" or the "Act"). Because the NRSC's 

charges are completely without merit, MUR 45 16 should be promptly dismissed. 

The advertisements were produced and aired by the Parties to advance the national 

legislative and policy agenda of the Democratic Party by pressuring Republican candidates to 

adopt certain legislative and poky positions. The ads called upon viewers to contact the 

candidates to express their displeasure with the candidates' prior support of efforts to cut * 

Medicare, education and student loans and to raise taxes on middle class Americans, as well 

as various other important issues in national debate. 

,. By "calling citizens to action" on these issues the Parties hoped to advance three 

interrelated goals. First, the Parties sought to influence Members of the United States House 

of Representatives, the United States Senate, and various state legislatures on matters that 
, '  

might come before their legislative body. Second, the Parties hoped to pressure these 

candidates, into taking public legislative and policy positions during the campaign that they 

would be compelled to follow in the 105th Congress and beyond. Finally, by bringing these 

important policy issues to the attention of the public, the Parties hoped to raise the general 
0 

level of public support for its agenda and platform. 

With respect to these goals, the Democratic Party has publicly promoted a specific 

party policy agenda entitled "The Democratic Families First Agenda" which includes, inter 

- alia, the following: 
. . .  
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Dependable retirement . . . protect your pension savings, Social, 
Security, and Medicare . . . better access and protection of women's 
pensions. 

Affordable education . . . scholarships to make the first two years of 
college fiee . . . tax deductions for job training and college. 

Safer families . . . more cops on the beat . . . keep kids out of gangs 
and off the streets . . drug enforcement and prevention. 

Corporations with a conscience . . . environmental responsibility; . . 
no tax breaks for moving American jobs overseas. 

Paycheck security . . . affordable child care . . . ban imports using 
child labor . . . fair pay for women. 

Summary of the Democratic Families First Agenda (A copy of the Families First Agenda as 

well as descriptions and news summaries of it are attached at Tab A). The advertisements 

were wholly consistent with advancing this agenda. For example, several state 

advertisements, such as those aired in Arkansas, Colorado, Kentucky and New Jersey, 

addressed the issue of Medicare, which is a central plank of the Democratic agenda and 

became a hotly debated issue in the recent election. Another issue publicized by several 

states, including Colorado, Kansas and Idaho, was educational opportunity and student loans. 

. 

' Kansas and Idaho also ran advertisements encouraging environmental responsibility, a long- 

-standing goal of the Democratic Party. Women's .rights -- the subject of the issue,ad in 

Colorado -- have long been a focal point for the Democratic Party. Efforts to decrease crime, 

another major plank in the Families First Agenda, were the subject of advertisements in 

' 

Minnesota and Alabama. The economic concerns of higher taxes and raiding of corporate 

pension finds have become increasingly important to the ,Democratic Party and the public and 

were the subject of advertisements in Louisiana, Arkansas, Kansas and Colorado. Finally,' the e 
minimum wage, an issue of long-standing significance to the Democratic Party, was addressed 

in New Hampshire advertisements. By airing these advertisements, the Parties helped advance 

a -3- 12/6/96 
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the Democratic Party's overall' policy positions by educating the public and pressuring 

Republican officeholders and candidates. 

Contrary to the NRSC's assertions, this effort by the Parties to advance their legitimate 

legislative and policy interests was entirely legal and properly financed. Conspicuously absent 

fiom the NRSC's complaint is any evidence that the advertisements expressly advocated the 

election or defeat of any Republican candidates or their opponents, or contained an 

unambiguous "electioneering message" requiring application of the limits of 2 U. S.C. 

4 441a(d) of the Act. The clear text of the advertisements demonstrates that they advanced 

the Democratic Party's long-standing and legitimate policy and legislative agenda. As a result, 
. .  

it is well settled under prior Commission advisory opinions and case law that the 

advertisements were properly treated by the Parties as administrative and party 

building/promotional expenses. 

The respondents named by the NRSC were party committees that had financed issue 

advertisements, calling viewer attention to various political issues important to the public. As 

part of its complaint, the NRSC included the "story boards" for these issue advertisements in 

its complaint, outlining the text and video images used in the advertisements. Inexplicably, the 
* NRSC also included in this compilation some "story boards" for section 441a(d) coordinated 

expenditure advertisements. This in turn led the FEC added a number of respondents to MUR 

4516 that were not named by the NRSC in the original complaint. These respondents -- 
Friends of Max Cleland for the U.S. Senate, Close for U.S. Senate, The Kerry Committee, 

Friends of Senator Carl Levin, and Houston Gordon for Senate -- should be dismissed 

because these advertisements were treated under the 44 1 a(d) limits and were correctly 

reported as expenditures pursuant to FEC regulations. 

a 

0 
Finally, the complaints against the Parties and Campaigns in Oregon and Maine should 

also be dismissed immediately. The NRSC has totally failed to support its allegations against 

these respondents with specific information regarding the advertisements run in such states. 

-4- 12/6/96 
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There is no evidence as to what the content of such advertisements might have been, much 

less any actual "story boards."2 As a result, it is impossible to know where these were issue 

ads, 44 1 a(d) expenditures, or something else altogether and. the Oregon and Maine 

respondents have no way ofresponding to the NRSC's allegations. In light of the NRSC's 

failure even to identifjl the Maine and Oregon ads, much less any specific violation associated 

with such' ads, the complaint against the Oregon and Maine respondents should be summarily 

dismissed. 

ARGUMENT 

I. . The Advertisements Met the FEC's Previously Announced Standard to 
be Treated as an AdministrativeIParty Building Expense 

As the NRSC's complaint correctly notes, the Commission has in the past approved of 

political parties producing and financing issue advertisements in precisely the same manner as 

the Parties did in this case. In FEC Advisory Opinion 1995-25, the Commission concluded 

that "legislative advocacy media advertisements that focus on national legislative activity and 

promote the [I Party should be considered as made in connection with both Federal and non- 

federal elections, unless the ad would qualifjl as coordinate expenditures on behalf of any 

general election candidates of the Party under 2 U.S.C. 9 441a(d)." The Commission hrther 

stated that because "[aldvocacy of the party's legislative agenda is one aspect of building or 

promoting support for the party that will carry forward to its future election campaigns,',' the 

cost of the advertisements were not properly treated as coordinated expenditures; but rather, 

constituted party building and promotional expenses. Id. 
The record in this matter demonstrates that the advertisements were produced and 

financed in accordance with the rules established by the Commission in Advisory Opinion 

1995-25 which required that in order to be treated as a party building and promotional 

The FEC was also unable to locate the "story boards" for the Maine and Oregon 
advertisements when contacted. 

. .  
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expense an advertisement not include an "electioneering message. I' In Advisory Opinion 

1995-25 a number of factors were proffered to demonstrate an absence of "electioneering." 

First, while the ad mentioned a candidate who was also a Federal oficeholder, it did not 

contain words of express advocacy or an electioneering message. Second, the ad contained a 

a . "call to action" -- urging the viewer to contact the officeholder with respect to important 

legislation or policies. Finally, the advertisement contained the proper disclaimer and was 

properly paid for and reported. Because the advertisements here meet these criteria, they too 

are lawful in all respects. 

A.' The Advertisements did not Contain an Electioneering Message 

The NRSC does not and explicitly cannot argue that the advertisements contained 

. words of express advocacy or an electioneering message. The NRSC's reluctance to make 

this argument is well-founded. As discussed, infra, the advertisements did not contain words 
5 

..+ I? I. 

of express advocacy. The advertisements did not instruct the viewers to ''vote for," "vote 

against," "elect," or ''defeat" anyone. In fact, the only "call to action'' contained in the ads 

- were clear and unambiguous -- they directed viewers to Ilcall" candidates to voice their 

opinions.. Nowhere in the ads did they suggest that viewers vote for or against those 

a 

candidates. Because the call to action was clearly aimed at contacting candidates to express 

their views on issues, rather than at "exhorting" the viewer to vote for or against them, there 

cannot be any suggestion of express advocacy. . .  

Nor can express advocacy be found fiom an electioneering message. The complete 

absence of an electioneering message is plain fiom a review of the Ninth Circuit's 1987 

opinion in FEC v. Furgatch, 807 F.2d 857 (9th Cir. 1987), on which the Commission's current 

regulations are based. In that case the Ninth Circuit held that 'Ispeech need not include any 

words listed in Buckley to be express advocacy under the Act, but it must, when read as a 

whole, and with limited reference to external events, be susceptible of no other reasonable 

interpretation but as an exhortation to vote for or against a specific candidate." 807 F.2d at 

(04O05-OOO llDA963390.0253 -6- 
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864. The court then established a three-part standard to determine if particular political 

speech meets this test: 

First, even if it is not presented in the clearest, most explicit language, 
speech is 'express' for present purposes if its message is unmistakable 
and unambiguous, suggestive of only one plausible meaning. Second, 
speech may only be termed 'advocacy' if it presents a clear plea for 
action, and thus speech that is merely informative is not covered by the 
Act. Finally it must be clear what action is advocated. Speech cannot 
be 'exmess advocacy of the election or defeat of a clearlv identified 
candidate' when reasonable minds could differ as to whether it 
encourages a vote for or against a candidate or encourages the reader 
to take some other kind of action. 

a 

k r2 
I: : ., :.a a 

; ' .= :.-* 

- 
--a -:-. 

- Id. (emphasis added). 

This same test is embodied in the Commission's regulatory definition of "express 
d 

a advocacy." 11 C.F.R, $j 100.22. Section 100.22 defines express advocacy to include . 
a''= . 
.-I 

2i- -- .--. . . -  communications that include explicit words of express advocacy such as "vote for," "vote 

against,'' . "elect," and "defeat." 11 C.F;R. 5 100.22(a). However, like Furgatch, it also 

! : : :  ' I I  

e .  

r;.& .... 

:P :: E.:: 

as includes communications that 

a 

0 

[wlhen taken as a whole and with limited reference to external events, 
such as the proximity to the election, could only be interpreted by a 
reasonable person as containing advocacy of the election or defeat of 
one or more clearly identified candidate(s) because -- 
(1,) The electoral portion of the communication is unmistakable, 
unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning; and 

(2) Reasonable minds could not differ as to whether it encourages 
actions to elect or defeat one or more clearly identified candidate(s) 
encourages some other kind of action. 

11 C.F:R. 0 100.22@) (emphasis added). 

The advertisements here did not fall within the boundaries of ''electioneering'' 

established in Fureatch' and Commission regulations. Most importantly, the advertisements' 

sole call to action was for viewers to contact the candidates and urge them to adopt new 

. .  
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* e 
policy and legislative positions. Thus, under the Commission's regulatory test, as well as 

0 '  . under Furaatch, the ads did not contain an electioneering message because they encouraged 

the viewer to %ome other kind of action" other than voting. . .  

e 

a 

a 

m 

In this important respect the present advertisements were significantly different from 

the advertisement that was at issue in Furnatch. Unlike the advertisements that contained a 

clear call to action, in Furaatch the court found that the advertisement was "bold in calling for 

action, but fails to state expressly the precise action called for, leaving an obvious blank that 

the reader is compelled to fill in." Id. at 865. Noting that the advertisement simply told the 

public "[dlon't let him do it," the Ninth Circuit found itself "presented with an express call to 

action, but no express indication of what action is appropriate." Id. After reviewing and 

ruling out all possible non-electoral actions that the ad could have encouraged (impeachment, 

judicial or administrative action), the Ninth Circuit was left to conclude that ''the only way to 

not let him do it was to give the election to someone else." Id. 
In contrast to Furaatch, in the instant matter there is no ambiguity as to what action 

the advertisements encouraged. The advertisements' call to action unambiguously asked 

viewers to call to express their displeasure with Republican candidates' policy positions on 

several issues of central importance in the current political and policy debate. 

Second, the central question in reviewing these advertisements is not whether they 

portrayed the candidates unfavorably. It is quite typical -- and not forbidden -- for issue 

advocacy advertisements to be harsh in words and tone. In fact, Furgatch instructs courts and 
. .  the FEC to focus on what the advertisement urges the viewer to do rather than on the 

negative claims or tone of the ad. 807 F.2d at 864. *("[T]he pivotal question is not what the 

reader should prevent Jimmy Carter fiom doing, but what the reader should do to prevent it"). 

In this case, it is clear that the only "call to action" involved telephoning the candidates and 

urging them to change their positions on such issues as Medicare, crime and taxes. Similarly, 

both the Furgatch opinion and the Explanation and Justification for the Commission's a 

a [040OS-O00 VDA963390.025) -8- 12/6/96 



regulatory definition make clear that when evaluating an advertisement the most important 

consideration is its objective content, rather than the subjective intent of its sponsor. See 

Furgatch, 807 F.2d at 863; 60 F.R. 35292, 35295 (July 6, 1995). In this instance, the 

advertisements speak for themselves -- they are issue ads. 

a Finally, in considering this matter, the Commission should be mindfbl of the Ninth 

Circuit's admonition that "if any reasonable alternative reading of speech can be suggested, it 

.. _- .. - -- 

cannot be express advocacy." Id. In this case the most reasonable reading of the 

advertisements is a reading of the plain text, a reading of what the ads in plain English actually 

communicate. 

B. The Advertisements Included a Proper Call to Action 

As noted above, the NRSC .places its primary focus on these advertisements' "call to 

action." Specifically, the NRSC argues that the call to action was insufficient because it did 

not refer to a particular piece of legislation that was currently, pending before Congress. The 

NRSC's objection is without merit. 

Advisory Opinion 1995-25 does not require the Parties to employ a call to action that 

is limited to specific, pending legislation. One could imagine, for example, a'call to action 

asking viewers to pressure a candidate through telephone calls to commit -- before an election' 

-- to adhere to a particular legislative position if and when he or she is elected. For example, a 
0 

proper issue ad could include the following call to action: "Call John Smith and ask him to 

promise that, if elected, he won't raise gasoline taxes." Such a call to action would be a 
appropriate even if no such tax increase was currently before Congress and even if Candidate 

Smith was not currently a Member of Congress. Similarly permissible would be a call to 

action (like the one in FEC v. Christian Action Network, 894 F. Supp. 946 (W.D. Va: 1995), e 
-7 affd 92 F.3d 1178, 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 25602 (4th Cir. Va. 1996)) that simply implores 

viewers to contact the advertisement's sponsor for more information. In short, the propriety 

[04005-000 l/DA963390.025] -9- a 12/6/96 
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of a given call to action that is intended to influence fbture public policy does not rest upon . 

Congress' current legislative calendar. 

This is especially the case with respect to ads by political parties. The fact, is that 

parties have platforms' containing numerous policy positions not directly tied to pending 

legislation and they certainly have the right to attempt to influence the legislative process by 

framing the issues that will likely be advanced in the fbture, even if those issues are not 

currently in concrete legislative form before Congress. 

For example, as noted, the policy items mentioned 'in Parties' advertisements are 

consistent with the Democratic Party's Families First Agenda. Some of the items in the 

agenda -- such as "more cops on the beat" -- have been the subject of legislation in the past. 

Others -- such as "tax deductions for job training and college" 9- may well be the subject of 

fbture legislation. Still others -- such as "environmental responsibility" -- simply reflect a 

policy commitment of the Party, unconnected to any particular piece of legislation. Parties 

have a legitimate interest in advancing all three of these types of policy objectives with equal 

vigor. 

While many of the advertisements advance more than one of these objectives, in this 

case, the numerous' ads concerning Medicare, crime and the minimum wage, which ran in 

Minnesota, Colorado, Arkansas, Kentucky, New Jersey and New Hampshire, exempli@ issue 

ads targeting prior legislative achievements and commitments. Similarly, the ads focusing on 

taxes and education that ran in Louisiana, Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas and Idaho illustrate 

important Democratic legislative goals. Finally, long-term policy commitments of the 

Democratic Party, such as women's rights, the environment and elimination of crime, were the 

subject of ads in Kansas, Idaho, Alabama and Colorado. 

The fact that some advertisements are connected to concrete pieces of proposed 

legislation while others reflect the policy commitment that may be applied to a number of 

possible bills is of no legal significance. What is important is the ability of the Parties to 

[0sO0Slo00 1/1)A!363390.025] a' -10- 12/6/96 
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. promote their ideas (as opposed to their candidates) and to pressure candidates during the 

election campaign to commit to those policy positions. The Court in Bucklev v. Valeo, 424 

U.S. 1 (1976), and elsewhere has guaranteed this right without government intrusion or 

interference. The Furnatch Court reaffirmed this right and made it clear that a more fluid 

"electioneering message test" should not be construed to burden protected issue 

communication. 807 F.2d at 864. 

In sum, if, as the Furnatch court held, there are no "magic words'' required for 

"express advocacy," then there is certainly no one formula for a call to action. The call to 

action in this case asked viewers to contact candidates for office to pressure them on several . 

policy matters that were and are central in the national political debate -- protecting Medicare, 

' education, the environment and opposing large tax breaks for the rich, among others. These 

issues, and the'advertisements, fall squarely within the legislative and policy agenda the Parties 

seek to advance. ,The promotion of these ideas through ads such as these helps build the 

Democratic Party generically by generating popular support among the public for its ideas and 

initiatives. It also strengthens the national Party by forcing Republican candidates to commit 

to supporting these policies if and when they are elected. In short, actively addressing the 

'Republicans' position on crime, education' and other issues by having viewers call Republican 

candidates is important for the advancement of the Democratic Party's agenda ,in the 105th 

Congress and beyond as it was to the advancement of the agenda in the 104th. As such the 

advertisements at issue qualie as issue advocacy protected by the First Amendment. 
. .  

C. The Adyertisements Contained the Correct Disclaimer and were 
Properly Financed 

In Advisory Opinion 1995-25 the Commission concluded that advertisements 

advocating a party's legislative agenda should be characterized "as administrative costs or 

generic voter drive costs." That is precisely what was done in this instance. The Parties 

treated these costs as administrativeParty building and, accordingly, they were paid for under 

I 
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the appropriate state allocation formula. 11 C.F.R. !$ 106.5(d). In addition, the 

advertisements contained appropriate disclaimers. which stated that they were paid for by the 

Parties.. 

D. The Placement of the Advertisements and any Coordination 
Between the Parties and Campaigns is not Relevant 

In addition to addressing the "call to action'' requirement of Advisory Opinion 1995- 

25, the NRSC's complaint includes a brief discussions of two "facts" of no particular import or 

consequence to the determination of this matter. Specifically, the NRSC argues that the 

. "placement" of the advertisements (Le. the media markets in which they aired) and alleged 

"coordination" between the Parties and the Campaigns both support its complaint. The NRSC 

is mistaken on both counts.' 

There is no legal basis to support the NRSC's assertion that issue ads mentioning a - 

specific public official may only be aired in his or her electoral district. As noted above, the 

advertisements, like all issue advertisements,'sought to promote the Democratic Party's policy 

agenda in several ways. It is true that one manner of advancing that agenda is to place direct 

pressure'on public officials via their own constituents. However, there are other, more 

' important, objectives that advertisements such as these serve. 

Advertisements like these place pressure on candidates to take public stands on issues 

-- like cutting education and Medicare --that are central to the Democratic Party's overall 

policy agenda. It is precisely at that time -- when candidates are facing the electorate -- that a 

political party is best able to achieve policy concessions from opposing candidates. Thus the 

fact that many of these advertisements ran statewide is not surprising given that the Parties 

were trying to gain concessions fi-om Republican candidates on policies of great import to the 

Democratic Party? 

As well as, in a limited number of instances, attempting to bolster a Democratic candidate's 
resolve to maintain a position that is consistent with the Parties' goals. 

' ' [0400S0001/DA963390.025] 
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Also, although often naming one particular candidate, advertisements such as these 

also educate the public on policies that are important to the Democratic Party. By forcing 

' candidates and public officials to address issues of importance to the Democratic Party; it 

achieves an important end in party building. This is especially tme where, as here, the 

8 advertisement encourages public action on these issues. By directing the .public to call 

candidates about these issues, the Parties are both able to exact policy concessions fiom them 

as well as'inform and excite the public about Democratic issues? : : r e  ... . .. . .  _ .  . - ... ..I &g 
The logical result of this educatiodexcitement is higher rates of participation in . "-.. 

"... 4 ..-- 
. I  . 
.I .. 
5 .  Democratic Party affairs and greater generic support for' all Democratic candidates, federal 

and non-federal alike. As the Commission knows, polling firms employed by the candidates, 

parties and the media regularly track "generic" party preferences because overall support for a 

party's candidates shifts with the party's association with particular issues. This "generic" 

. party shift in 1996 aided Democratic successes in House (gained 8 seats) and State legislative 

contests (gained control of 8 state legislative chambers). 
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The NRSC's second objection -- that the advertisements were coordinated with the 

candidate campaigns -- is simply a red hemng meant to distract the Commission fiom the 

e 

a 

legally relevant issue in this matter. The advertisements do not purport to be independent 

expenditures, and thus coordination between the Parties and their candidates is simply 

irrelevant. To the contrary, it should come as no surprise that the Parties and their candidates 

. might share common consultants and might even coordinate the methods they will use to 

promote the Democratic Party's current policy agenda. It is the traditional role of parties to 

In hct, it was widely reported that the Democratic Party was quite successfil in achieving 
this goal of gaining legislative and policy concessions. For example, one recent news article noted that 
"anger over Republican proposals to curb Medicare spending pushed both parties away fiom any plans 
to cut either that program or the larger Social Security entitlement." U.S. Elections: Labor. Business 
Both Claim Victory In Vote, Inter Press Service (Nov. 6, 1996) (attached at Tab B). Similarly, issue 
advertisements regarding the minimum wage were largely credited with the Republican Congress' 
sudden willingness to raise it late in the session. (see articles attached at Tab C.) 

e 

a 
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formulate and coordinate message and platform positions with and for their candidates. In 

fact, at the time the Commission issued Advisory Opinion 1995-25, Commission regulations 

presumed that parties always acted in coordination with their candidates and were incapable of 

independence. This fact alone -- that parties and candidates coordinate -- is irrelevant to the 

question of whether parties can engage in advocating issue positions. 
. .  

In sum, candidates are, and should be, involved with the Parties in formulating their 

issues strategy. That does not alter or affect the advertisements' status as issue 

. advertisements. In fact, as discussed above, in Furaatch the Court explicitly disavowed any 

Commission attempt to delve into the "intent" of the adk sponsor. 807 F.2d at 863. What is 

important is the advertisement's message -- not how it was produced, or who was involved in 

. the production. When viewed in this light, it is clear that these advertisements are properly 

financed issue advertisements. 

II. A Broad Construction of "Express Advocacy" that Prohibits The 
Advertisements Would Violate the Parties' First Amendment Rights 

In suggesting that the advertisements should have been treated by the Parties as 

expenditures under section 44 la(d) rather than administrative or Party building expenses the 

NRSC clearly hopes to rely upon an unprecedented application of the ''express advocacy" 

standard that would encompass a fiee floating and ambiguous notion of "electioneering." The . 

courts, however, have constantly held that the First Amendment requires that limitations on 

political speech must be construed as narrowly as possible. Courts have routinely found that 

the narrowest limit on speech necessary to accomplish the Act's goals is the express advocacy 

standard construed and applied conservatively. Moreover, courts have found the application 

of an elastic electioneering message standard to political speech unconstitutionally vague -- 
and thus violative of the Fifth Amendment. I 

In addition, the result of the NRSC's arguments would be that the FEC would 

I) 

. discriminate against political party committees by holding them to a higher standard of issue 
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advocacy than it holds other non-party committees financing similar issue advertisements. As 
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a result of several court decisions, the Commission has applied the express advocacy test to 

other committees, and notions of equal protection require the Commission to act accordingly . 

in this instance. 

When viewed through the proper legal lens, it is clear that the advertisements were 

properly financed and accounted for by the Parties because they did not "expressly advocate" 

the election or defeat of any clearly identified candidate for federal ofice. Instead, the 

advertisements focused on, and attempted to influence legislative and policy positions of 

import to the Parties. Because such conduct is lawful, the NRSC's complaint should be 

dismissed. 

.A. Only the Express Advocacy Standard Is Sufliciently Narrowly 
Tailored to Survive the Strict Constitutional Scrutiny Applied to 
Restrictions on the First Amendment 

The First Amendment of the United States Constitution embodies a "profound national 

commitment to the principle that debate on public issues should be uninhibited, robust, and 

wide-open." New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964). Political expression, 

including discussion of public issues and debate on the qualifications of candidates, enjoys 

extensive First Amendment protection. FEC v. Christian Action Network, 894 F. Supp. 946, 

952,(W. D. Va. 1995); Maine Right to Life Comm. v. FEC, 914 F. Supp. 8 (D. Me. 1996), 

-Y affd 98 F.3d 1, 1996 U.S. App. LENS 27224 (1st Cir. Me.. 1996); FEC v; American 

Federation of State. County and Municipal Emplovees, 47 1 F. Supp. 3 15 (D.D.C. 1979). The 

Supreme Court has held that this First Amendment protection imposes significant restrictions 

on the powers of state and federal government to regulate contributions and expenditures for 

political purposes. Bucklev v. Valeo, 424 U. S. 1 (1 976); Brownsburg: Area Patrons 

Affecting Change v. Baldwin, No. 96-1357-CH/G, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 15827 (S.D. Ind. 

Oct. 23, 1996). Specifically, the First Amendment requires courts to "apply the most exacting 

scrutiny to regulations that suppress, disadvantage, or impose differential burdens upon 
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speech because of its content." Turner Broadcasting Svs.. Inc. v. FCC, 5 12 U.S. 622, 1 14 

S. Ct. 2445,2459 (1994). "Exacting scrutiny" requires that restrictions on political speech 

serve a "compelling government interest" in order to avoid unconstitutionality. Buckley v. 

-9 Valeo 424 U.S. at 22-25. \ 

As noted above, courts have long recognized that communications on public issues 

must be afforded the broadest possible protection under the First Amendment. One result of 

this broad protection is that even when issue.communications address widely debated 

campaign issues and draw in a discussion of candidates' positions on particular issues, courts 

have held that these communications are not subject to regulation under the FECA. See. e.g, 

Bucklev, 424 U.S. at 42; Christian Action Network, 894 F. Supp. at 95 1. 

Indeed, the Court in Bucklev recognized that in light of the "intimate tiel' between 

public issues and candidates it is frequently difficult t.0 distinguish between issue and election 

advocacy at all: 

[Tlhe distinction between discussion of issues and candidates and 
advocacy of election and defeat of candidates may often dissolve in 
practical application.. Candidates, especially incumbents, are intimately 
tied to public issues involving legislative proposals and governmental 
actions. Not only do candidates campaign on the basis of their 
positions on various public issues, but campaigns themselves generate 

' issues of public interest. 

' . 

. 

. .  Bucklev, 424 U.S. at 42. 

In light of the inevitable difficulty in distinguishing between the discussion of issues 

and the advocacy of candidates, courts have consistently held that the First Amendment 

demands that issue advocacy be protected fiom regulation even if the speech could influence 

the election. 

Public discussion of public issues which also are campaign issues 
readily and often unavoidably draws in candidates and their positions, 
their voting records'and other official conduct. Discussions of those 
issues, and as well more positive efforts to influence public opinion on 

, 

. .  
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them, tend naturally and inexorably to exert some influence on voting at 
elections. 

Buckleva 424 U.S. at 42 n. 50 (quotations omitted). Notwithstanding this inevitable 

' influence on elections, application of a conservative, closely drawn express advocacy standard 

"is consistent with the firmly established principle that the right to speak out at election time is 
0 

one of the most zealously protected under the Constitution." FEC v. Central Long Island Tax 

Reform, 616 F.2d 45, 53 (1980). As one District Court confronting this precise issue recently 

st at ed : 

FEC restriction of election activities was not to be permitted to intrude 
. .  in any way upon the public discussion of issues. What the Supreme 

Court did was draw a bright line that may err on the side of Dermittinq 
thinas that affect the election process. but at all costs avoids restrictink 
in any way. discussion of public'issues. . . . The result is not very 
satisMng fiom a realistic communications point of view and does not 
.give much recognition to the policy of the election statute to keep ' 

corporate money fiom influencing elections in this way, but it does 
!<"? I recognize the First Amendment interest as the Court has defined it. 

Maine Right to Life, 914 F. Supp. at 12 (emphasis added). 

Thus, the courts have strictly limited the definition of express advocacy to those . 

instances in which the communication both clearly identifies a candidate and includes explicit 

words .advocating the election or defeat of that candidate. In Christian Action ,Network, for 

example, the court held that an advertisement criticizing the Democratic agenda on 

homosexual civil rights was protected issues advocacy. While the ads clearly identified a 

candidate and, when viewed in context, were clearly hostile towards President Clinton's 

position on the issue, the court concluded that because they did not "exhort[] the public to 

vote" a particular way they did not constitute express advocacy. Christian Action Network, 

894 F. Supp. 946,953. Recognizing the broad scope of protection afforded issue 

e 
l 

0 

. 

. 

communications, the Fourth Circuit affirmed the lower court's decis,ion, stating that "it would 

be inappropriate for us, as a court, to even inquire whether the identification of a candidate as 
0 
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pro-homosexual constitutes advocacy for, or against, that candidate." 1996 U.S. App. LEXIS 

19047 at "4. Thus, consistent with Buckley, the Fourth Circuit concluded that even the 

exercise of evaluating whether a given issue ad is ''for'' or "against" a particular candidate 

would impinge on the ad sponsor's First Amendment rights absent clear words of express 

advocacy. 

Similarly, in AFSCME the court held that a poster of a clearly.identified candidate that 

did not also contain an exhortation to vote for or against that candidate was a protected issue 

communication under the First Amendment. In so holding, the court noted that "although the 

poster includes a'clearly identified candidate and may have tended to influence voting, it 

contains communication on a public issues widely.debated during the campaign. As such, it is 

the type of political speech which is protected fiom regulation under 2 U.S.C. tj 43 1 .'I 

AFSCME, 471 F. Supp. at 3 17. 

In fact, courts have protected issue communications fiom regulation even where they 

raise highly controversial issues or express disfavor with a particular candidate's position: 

[Tlhere is no requirement that issue advocacy be congenial or non- 
inflammatory. Quite the contrary, the ability to present controversial 
viewpoints on election issues has long been recognized as a 
hndamental First Amendment right. 

Christian Action Network, 894 F. Supp. at 954-55 ("It is clear fiom the cases that expressions 

of hostility to the positions of an official, implying that [the] official should not be reelected -- 
even .when that implication is quite clear -- do not constitute the express advocacy which runs 

afoul of [the FECA]"). 

B. An Elastic Electioneering Message Standard is Unconstitutionally 
Vague 

There is a second, related reason why an elastic and subjectively applied 

"electioneering message'' standard must be rejected here. The Supreme Court has long held 

that because the right to fiee political expression is at the core of the First Amendment "[a] 
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statute which upon its face . . . is so vague and indefinite as to permit the punishment of the 
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fair use of this opportunity is repugnant to the guarantee of liberty contained in the [Fifth] 

Amendment." Baggett v. Bullitt, 377 U.S. 360, 372 n. 10 (1964). Because of this, the Court 

has consistently held that ''standards of permissible statutory vagueness are strict in the area of 

fiee expression." NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415,432 (1963); see also Bannett, 377 U.S. at 

372. The test for constitutional vagueness is whether the statute or regulation forbids the 
. 

"doing of an act in terms so vague that men of common intelligence must necessarily guess at 

its meaning and differ as to its application." Connallv v. General Constr. Co., 269 U.S. 385, 

391 (1929). 

This problem of vagueness is precisely the one that caused the Supreme Court in . 

Buckley to hold that the Act's expenditure limitations ''must be construed to apply only to 

expenditures for communications that in express terms advocate the. election or defeat of a 

clearly identified candidate for public oflice." 424 U.S. at 44. In adopting this limiting 

construction, the Court expressed concern -- directly implicated in this matter -- that the Act's 

expenditure limitations might inhibit the free discussion and debate of issues and candidates: 

[Tlhe distinction between discussion of issues and candidates and 
advocacy of election or defeat of candidates may often dissolve in 
practical application. Candidates, especially incumbents, are intimately 
tied. to public issues involving legislative proposals and governmental 
actions. Not only do candidates campaign on the basis of their. 
positions on various issues, but campaigns themselves generate issues 

. of public interest. 

- Id. at 42 (note omitted). In sum, as the Supreme Court later concluded, "Bucklev adopted the 

'express advocacy' requirement to distinguish discussion of issues and candidates fiom more 

pointed exhortations to vote for particular persons." FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life, 

-9 Inc 479.U.S. 238,249 (1986). 

It is just this distinction -- between the discussion of issues and candidates on the one 

hand and "exhortations to vote for particular persons'' on the other -- that controls the . 
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outcome of this matter. There is no question that in the advertisements the Parties staked out 

a. clearly delineated, and strongly expressed, position with respect to the candidates' support 

for certain issues. However, "[iln Buckley, the Court agreed that knds spent to, propagate 

one's views on issues without expressly calling for the election or defeat of a clearly identified 

candidate are not covered by the FECA." FEC v. NOW, 713 F. Supp. 428,434 (D.D.C. 

1989). 

The adoption of the bright-line express. advocacy test in lieu of a vague, fiee-floating 

"electioneering" test that is vulnerable to subjective application reflects the fbndamental rule 

that .First Amendment rights cannot be burdened by the prospect that the government may 

later determine that certain political speech was in fact unlawful. A standard that empowers 

the government to make post hoc judgments about the lawfblness of political speech violates 

the Fifth Amendment's guarantee of due process. "Where a vague statute abut[s] upon 

sensitive areas of basic First Amendment freedoms, it operates to inhibit the exercise of 

[those] fieedoms. Uncertain meanings inevitably lead citizens to steer far wider of the 

unlawful zone than if the boundaries of the forbidden areas were clearly marked." Grayned v. 

,City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 109 (1972) (notes, internal quotations and citations omitted). 

The vague standard urged by the NRSC lacks sufficiently clear and well marked , 

boundaries so as to provide ample fair warning regarding the cpntours of the law. For this 

reason, courts starting with the Supreme Court in Buckley have squarely rejected a more 

subjective standard in. favor of the bright line express advocacy standard. As Judge 

Oberdorfer recently stated in another case involving the FEC: 

[I]n this sensitive political area where core First Amendment values are 
at stake, our Court of Appeals has shown a strong preference for 
"bright-line" rules that are easily understood and followed by those 
subject to them -- contributors, recipients, and organizations. As the 
Court of Appeals has explained, "an objective test is required to 
coordinate the liabilities of donors and donees: The bright-line test is 
also necessary to enable donees and donors to easily conform to the 

. .  . 
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law and to enable the FEC to take the rapid, decisive enforcement 
action that is called for in the highly-charged political arena." 

FEC v. GOPAC. Inc., 94-0828-LFO, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 2181 (D.D.C. Feb. 29, 1996) 

(citations omitted). 

Other courts have expressed a similar preference for bright line rules in this area. For 

example, in Christian Action Network, both the District Court and Fourth Circuit rejected the 

FEC's attempt to apply the electioneering message test to an anti-Clinton "issue 

advertisement" on gay rights. Citing Buckle!, the District Court noted that "[wlhat one 

person sees as an exhortation to vote . . . another might view as a frank discussion of political 

issues." 895 F. Supp. at 957. Continuing, the court stated that "[bly creating a bright-line 

rule, the Court [in Buckley] ensured, to the degree possible, that individuals would know at 

what point their political speech would become subject to governmental regulation." Id. at 

958. 

Similarly, in Maine Riaht to Life, the District Court rejected a similar attempt to 

interpose to vague electioneering message standard. Discussing the Supreme Court's ruling in 

Buckleys the District Court concluded: 

The Court seems to have been quite serious in limiting FEC 
enforcement to express advocacy, with examples of words that directly 
fit that,term. The advantage of t.his rigid approach, fiom a First. , 

Amendment point of view, is that it permits a speaker or writer to 
h o w  fiom the outset exactly what is permitted and what is-prohibited. 
In the stressfbl context of public discussions with deadlines, bright 
lights and cameras, the speaker need not pause to debate the shades of 
meaning. in language. 

. 

914F. Supp. at 12. 

A vague electioneering message test defeats the central purpose of the express 

advocacy standard by creating ambiguity where the Court had clearly intended that there be 

certainty. By reintroducing post hoc agency judgment into the process, the electioneering 
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message standard recreates the unconstitutionally vague legal regime that the Buckley Court 

rejected twenty years ago. 

In this case, the Parties had a right to rely upon a bright line test to determine with 

certainty -- before they financed the advertisements -- whether their conduct was lawfbl. Only 

a closely drawn, and well-delineated standard of express advocacy can provide the requisite 

certainty. The lesser standard advocated by the NRSC would once again leave political 

parties in the untenable and unconstitutional position of having to guess whether their speech 

was lawful prior to engaging in political speech. 

C. Application of a Vague "Electioneering Message" Standard to - 
Political Parties Would Violate the Constitution's Equal Protection 
Guarantee 

The touchstone of equal protection is the concept that those similarly situated must- 

receive equal treatment under the law and that the government must "apply its legislation and 

actions evenhandedly to all persons similarly situated in a designated class." Guarino v. 

Brookfield Township Trustees, 980 F.2d 399,'410 (6th Cir. 1992); see also Bolling v. Shave, 

347 U.S. 497 (1954). Under equal protection analysis, the court's level of review depends on 

the right infiinged upon by the law. Rolf v. City of San Antonio, 77 F.3d 823 (5th Cir. 1996). 

Where, as in this. case, the right infiinged upon is considered a hndamental constitutional 

right, the courts will apply strict scrutiny analysis. Id. In sum, strict scrutiny analysis requires 

the state to show that the law advances a compelling state interest and that the law is narrowly 

tailored to meet that interest. Fulani v. Krivanek, 973 F.2d 1539 (1.1 th Cir. 1992). 

Application of a vague and subjective "electioneering message" test to the 

advertisements in this situation would violate the equal protection component of the Fifth 

Amendment where courts, and the FEC, have applied the ''express advocacy" standard in 

analogous situations in the past. See. ex., Central Long Island Tax Reform, 616 F.2d 45; 

Maine Right to Life Comm. v. FEC, 914 F. Supp. 8; Christian Action Network, 894 F. Supp. 

946; FEC v. NOW, 713 F. Supp.. 428; FEC v. American Federation of State. County and 
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Municipal Emdovees, 47 1 F. Supp. 3 15. There simply is no compelling interest served by the 

application of a vague "electioneering message'' standard to party commi.ttees where the 

express advocacy standard has been routinely applied to non-party political entities. Id. Both ' 

the Parties and non-party organizations like the Christian Action Network and Maine Right to 

. Life have as their mission,'in 'large measure, to advance their political ideas and objectives. 
' I  

Yet the NRSC would have the Commission apply the express advocacy standard to its non- 

party political supporters while applying a more flexible, uncertain and subjective standard to 

the Parties. That result clearly violates the Fifth Amendment's equal protection guarantee. 

Indeed, the Supreme Court has recently rejected precisely this kind of targeting of 

political party committees in Colorado Republican Fed. Campaign Comm. v. FEC, 116 S. Ct. 

2309 (1996). In that case, the Court rejected the FEC's attempt to discriminate against 

political parties, stating, "[wle do not see how a Constitution that grants to individuals, 

candidates, and ordinary political committees the right to make unlimited independent 

expenditures could deny the same right to political parties." Id. at 23 17. Similarly in this 

instance, it is a denial of the equal protection of the law for the NRSC to argue that political 

parties enjoy a lesser right to produce and finance issue advertisements than does the Christian 

Action Network or other similarly situated organizations. 

D. The Advertisements did not Expressly Advocate the Election or 
Defeat of a Clearly Identified Candidate 

There can be no doubt that the present advertisements did not constitute "express 

advocacy'' as defined in Bucklev and later applied in cases such as Christian Action Network. 

As the court stated in Christian Action Network, "the advertisements were devoid of any 

language that directly exhorted the public to vote. Without a frank admonition to take 

electoral action, even admittedly negative advertisements such as these, do not constitute 

'express advocacy' as that term is defined in Buckley and its progeny." 894 F. Supp. at 953. 

While the advertisements might have associated the Republican candidates with unpopular 
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legislative proposals in an effort to cause them to reverse direction, ''nowhere in the 

commercial were viewers asked to vote against [them]." Id. Indeed, as in Christian Action 

Network, the only call to action was for viewers to make a telephone call to express their 

opinion. In' this case, viewers were asked to call the candidates directly to voice their 

opposition to the proposed legislative actions mentioned in the advertisement. 
. Nor is it relevant that the advertisements clearly expressed a negative opinion about 

those politicians who supported cutting fbnding for Medicare, environmental enforcement and 

education. "There is no requirement that issue advocacy be congenial or non-inflammatory . 

Quite to the contrary, the ability to present controversial viewpoints on election issues has 
b 

long been recognized as a fhdamental First Amendment right." Id. at 955. In sum, as the 

Court .stated in Christian Action Network, "even if one views the advertisement's [call to 

action] as dubious or juvenile baiting; it cannot reasonably be said that 'the import of the ads 

was to instruct the public on how they should vote." Id. at 954. 

The plain fact is that the advertisements did not expressly advocate the election or 

defeat of a clearly identified candidate for federal office. Nowhere in the ads were voters told 

to ''vote for," "vote against," "elect," or "defeat" any candidate in any election for federal 

office. Instead, viewers were expressly asked to "call" the candidates and express their . 

opposition to legislative position they had previously taken on specific issues of enduring 

national importance to the Party and public. Issue advocacy such as this is clearly protected 

by the First Amendment and outside the scope of the FECA. 
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CONCLUSION 

.For the foregoing reasons, MUR 45 16 should be dismissed. 
. 

Respect filly submitted, 

Robert F. Bauer 
Marc E. Elias 
PERKINS COIE 
607 Fourteenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-201 1 
(202) 628-6600 

Attorneys for Respondents 
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1 W a s  pedbytotalkto 
you about h a t  AJ 

counti to your farnib. 
It's been a tough year for middle-class families. 
The Republicans have gone too far-sacrificing 
the things that make a difference to you. 
We're fighting back with a moderate, common- 

First Agenda. 
We created it to make a difference where it 
counts most-in your everyday life. 

- -  - sense, pro-family agemla: The Democratic Families 

SECU R ITY f ~ r  a healthy, tamm 
A healthy start with available, affordable 

Safer families.. .more cops' on the beat ... keep 
kids out of gangs and off the streets ... drug 

imports using child labor ... fair pay for women 

, .  

children's health care ' 

enforcement and prevention 
Paycheck securi ty... affordable child care...ban 

Dependable retirement.. .protect your pension 
savings, Social Security, and Medicare.. .better 
access and protection of  women's pensions . .  

OPPORTUNITYtor a better tutute 
Create jobs at home ... boost small businesses. .. 
invest in our communities 
Affordable education ... scholarships to make the 
first two years of college free ... tax deductions 
for job training and college 

Balanced budpet without harming Social Security 
and Medicare 
Corporations with a conscience.. .environmental 
responsibili ty... no tax breaks for moving American 
jobs overseas 
Personal rerponsibili ty... welfare reform that 
requires work ... crack down on deadbeat 
parents.. .prevent teen pregnancy 

Vote to make a real difference in your everyday We. i 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  . .  . . .  
. . . . .  . .  . . . . .  : 
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The 21 points of the “Families First” campaign 

agenda Democrats’ announced yester&y in their efi 
fort to win back control of the House and Senate.- 

Balancing the federal budget without making 
deep cuts in Medicare, education and 
environmental protection by closing tax loopholes, 
eliminating needless corporate subsidies; making 
cost-saving reforms in government programs, . 
requiring allies to share more of the costs of 
defending democracy around the world and rooting 
out fraud and abuse in Medicare and Medicaid. 

PERSONAL SECURITY 
Puttink more police on the beat by extending for 

two years and adding 25,000 police officers to 
President Clinton’s crime-fighting program aimed at 
placing 100,OOO police officers in neighborhoods. 
m Offering incentives to keep youngsters off the 
streets and out of gar.gs and giving judges,more 
flexibility in dealing with young offenders. 

Keeping drugs out of schools by testing previous 
drug offenders. 

Reforming welfare to require work and 
temporarily providing the child care, health care 
and training needed to make the transition; getting 
tough on “deadbeat parents” by giving states new 
tools to enforce and collect child support, and 
requiring people who agree to sponsor legal 
immigrants to take responsibility. 

Creating a national effort to prevent teenage 
pregnancy. 

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUN J l Y  
Atlowing a $lO,OOO tax deduction for college and 

job training and permitting recent graduates paying 
off interest on student loans to take the deduction 
as well, a program proposed by Clinton. 
a Providing a $1,500 tax credit for the first two 
years of college for students who keep a 6 average 
and stay off drugs, also something Clinton has 
. proposed. 

GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY’ 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
Helping small businesses by offering tax relief for 

family-owned businesses handed from one 
generation to the next and by giving tax breaks for 
investments in new machinery and equipment. 

Encouraging special state investment funds to 
repair and maintain roads, bridges and water 
treatment systems. This expands a Clinton proposal. 

Protecting workers’ pensions by ending pension 
raiding by corporations and reporting any misuses 
of a pension fund. 
m Holding corporations accountable for keeping air 
and drinking water clean. 

Endhg tax breaks for companies that move US. 
jobs overseas. 

PAYCHECK SECURITY 
Better enforcement of laws requiring equal pay 

for women and offering voluntary ‘fair pay” 
guidelines for businesses. 

Bigger tax breaks for child care costs. 
Banning imports made with child labor. 

HEALTH CARE SECURlM 
B Requiring insurance companies to offer 
children-only health plans so children cannot be 
denied coverage or dropped if they get sick and 
assisting working families to make the policies 
affordable. 

Protecting pensions with stiffet penalties for 
corporate abuse of pension funds. 

Allowing workers to carry pension plans from job 
to job. 

Expanding pension coverage by making it easier for 
small businesses to offer pensions and expanding 
Individual Retirement Accounts to another 20 million 
families earning up to $100,000 a year. 
B Protecting widows from losing pension benefits by 
developing standard, easy-to-read consent forms 
.that companies selling pensions must use. 

COR POR AYE RESPONSIBILITY 

RETIREMENT SECURITY 

.. * 

. 
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Democrats' Agenda Aims for the Middle 
In Bid to Rgain cbnttol, I 

By John E. Yang 
W ~ m b S u f l W P r i t u  

House arid Senate Democrats un- 
veiled a 21-point congressional cam- 
paign agenda yesterday, as they 
s e k  to move the party to the politi- 
cal center and appeal to swing 
middieclass voters in an effort to re- 
gain control of Congress in this fall's 
electioos. . 

Tbe agenda is made up of items 
intended to make a real ddference in 

v 

Hill Leaders C'ultimte a 
average people's Lives-protecting 
workers' pensions, tax breaks for 
education costs and bigger tax 
breaks for child-care costs Few are 
new and many have already been 
proposed by President Clinton or 
Democratic lawnakers. 
"Democrats are asking for moth- 

er chanceto lead," House Minority 
Leader Richard A. Cephardt (D- 
Mo.) said during the 75minute live 
television production annoUncing the 
agenda. "Our sole and simple mis- 

Family-Riendly image 
sion would be to help families caught 
in the middle-class squeeze." 

'What we're proposing is an agen- 
da for families who'are struggling to 
make it-not just the lucky few," 
said Senate Minority Leader Thom- 
as A. Daschle (D4.D.). 

The agenda, reminiscent of the 
Xouse Republicans' 1994 campaign 
"Contract With America," repre- 
sents the party's effort to shed its 

Sce AGENDA, A4, CoL 1 

a 
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Democrats Unveil Agenda 
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ACEKDA, From A 1  
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public image as the party of big gov- 
ernment and position itself in the 
voters' minds as the defender of 
average Americans. 
Democrats reject comparisons to 

the COP contract so strongly that 
some call their agenda the Wncon- 
tract." Yesterday's announcement in 
the white clapboard Old Town Hall 
in Fairfax-just beyond the Belt- 
way-was meant to contrast with 
the grand 1994 COP ceremony in 
which Republican House members 
and candidates signed their contract 
at the Capitol's West Front. 
. While there will be no similar ef- 
fort to get all Democratic lawmakers 
and congressional candidates to sign 
the' agenda, House candidates have 
been briefed on it and have been ad- 
*sed how to incorporate it into their 
a p a i g n s .  This week, the Demo- 
cratic Party is to roll out television 

0 
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Democrats' effort. 

commercials centered around the 
Plan. 

Gephardt, the agenda's chief archi- 
tect, acknowledged that Democrats 
lost control of Congrms in 1994 be 
cause they "didn't do enough to ab 
dress" middle-class concerns when 
they ran the House and Senate. 

"It's the right direction," said 
Charles E. Cook, a veteran political 
analyst who closely tracks House and 
Senate campaigns. "Whether it's 
enough, whether they're going to 
grab people's attention with this, we'll 
have to see." 

The effort begins as the Demo- 
crats' prospects of wresting control of 
at least one chamber of Congress a g  
pear.to be brightening. Public opinion 

the maprity Republicans in Congress. 
Cook puts the Democrats' chances of 
winning the 20 seats they need to con- 
trol the House at about even, up from 
one in four just three months ago. 

polls show growing unhappiness with 

"The American 
people are smart enough to 'see thjs 
election-year rhetoric for what it is- 
iisionless hot air," said House Repub 
lican Conference Chairman John A. 
Boehner (Ohio). 

Only the agenda's broad points 
were announced yesterday. Detailed 
legislation is to be released later this 
week, Gephardt said, but will not be 
formally introduced in congress until 
next year. I 

To hghiight the Democrats' &on 
to diminish the emphasis on Washing- 
ton and government programs, Gep-. 
hardt and Daschle hosted the pro- 
gram, seen live on C-SPAN, from 
Fairfax, which is represented by Rep. 

- Thomas M. Davis I11 (R-Va.). 
' The 'two leaders,, seated 'sideby- 

side in their shirt sleeves like televi- 
sion talk show cehosts, were Linked 
by satellite with Democratic lawmak- 
ers and House candidates and. citizens 
31 a Sacramento high school, a Hous- 
VJ: chiIdwi*s hospital, a Des Moines 
ci!llecy campus and a Dearborn, 
Mich., h n g  room. As babies squealed 
~ I X !  i u ; d  in the background. selected 
I.-:;;;!.~IIS a! i ! ; : - . l . a  ..;t!ez told of trouble.< 
pa?. ii!j! i',: . .,t:,.gc tuition or heakh 

i I t * ! : i s u  : . . ! ! I (  .c$t*ild;i *auld address 
r.'!:i. ' I *  ,-!:i ..: :!l;d ;!%ked the 

. I  ' .  - 

After highlighting the Democrats' 
efforts to block GOP policies on Medi- 
care, taxes, education and environ- 
mental protection, Gephardt said the 
party wanted to offer a psitive mes- 
sage as well. 

"Democrats have an obligation to 
tell the American people not just what 
we stand against, but what we stand 
for," he said. You see, Democrats 
don't want to .merely win back the 
gavel, we want to deserve it." 

The agenda is a Gephardt-led at- 
tempt to redefine the Democratic Par- 
ty's image after the consenative elec- 
toral tide swept them from control of 
the Congress two years ago. For 
months, House and Senate Democrats 
have tried to dehe  the party's basic 
principles and build an agenda that re- 
flect them. In the past six weeks, 
many House Democrats met with con- 
stituertts to solicit their views of what 
should be included. 

Republicans quickly dismissed the 

For all the grass-roots appeal, 
though, the carefully scripted event 
had the artificnl feel of a teIevision in- 
fomercial as Gephardt and Daschle 
read their responses to citizens' qua- 
tions from TelePrompTers. Taped 
video presentations m t e d  by the 
two leaders introduced d segment. 

The event kicked ofi a week-iong 
effort to promote the agenda. To- 
day,Gephardt will hold events in Penn- 
sylvania and North Carolina and on 
Wednesday he will give what is being 
billed as a mapr speech to promote 
the agenda. Housk Democrats are be- 

*. ing. encouraged to go door-to-door 
next weekend in their districts to talk 
about the plan. 

"We're going to take this to the 
people, one-on-one ," Gephardt said. 
'It's harder to win back the House 
than it is to hold on to it." 

FOR MOR€ INFORMATION a ' 

To discuss the ''Families First" 
a . q ~ o i a  \vith Rep. Ricll;ud .4. 
Gephard! on-iine, see The Post's 
si le O!I tlw IYorld \Ydc U'eb a: 
ht t p:ll\risv...\?R~.hinFltc:l~s;  on^, 
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THE FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 1 

Daycheck Security 

/Includes an initiative to increase paycheck 
iecurity by such proposals as: a) banning imports 
nade with illegal child labor from abroad to 
m u r e  fairer competition for American workers; 
3) better ensuring that women workers are being 
>aid what they desenre through stiffer 
mforcement of equal pay statutes; and c) 
xoviding a bigger tax break for parents paying 
'or child care 

Health Care Security 

/Includes an initiative to eXDand current health 
:are coverage for children, by requiring private 
,nsurance companies to offer special 'kids- 
mly" plans, ensuring that children can't be 
denied health coverage or dropped from 
coverage if they get sick, and offering 
assistance to working families to help make 
kids-only policies affordable 

Retirement Security 

/Includes an initiative to reform pensions, 
including better preventing corporate raids on 
workers' pension plans by ensuring that 
prohibitive excise taxes imposed on company 
withdrawals of 'surplus" funds are not reduced; 
enhancing pension protection by requiring plan 
administrators to report promptly the misuse of 
pension funds; expanding pension coverage by 
offering small businesses 401 (k) plans; and 
providing for the portability of pensions 

Personal Security 

Jlncludes a commitment for full funding of the 
100,000 Cops-on-the-Beat program and also 
provides for a two-year extension 0- bringing 
the total number of additional police officers to 
125,000 

Jlncludes full funding for the Safe and Drug- 
Free School Act -- to better ensure that schools 
are a safe environment in which children can 
learn 

-~ ~~~ ~ 

mn-FmiLy AGENDA OF 
GINGRICH-DOLE 104TH 

CONGRESS 
Savcheck Security 

(Voted to decrease paycheck security, by such 
iotes as: a) voting to increase taxes on working 
amilies by a total of $32.4 BILLION over seven 
(ears through cutbacks in the Earned Income 
Tax Credit, thereby increasing the taxes of 7.7 
nillion working families earning less than 
628,000 a year; and b) voting to cut child care 
'unding for those moving from welfare to work 
~y over $2 BILLION 

Health Care Security 

/Voted to cut back on current health care 
coverage for children, by eliminating the 
guarantee of coverage for 18 million vulnerable 
children 

Retirement Security 

/Voted to once again allow for corporate raids 
on workers' pension plans, by drastically 
reducing the prohibitive excise taxes that had' 
been imposed on company withdrawals of 
'surplus" funds from pension plans in 1990 

/Voted a second time to once again allow for 
corporate raids on workers' pension plans by 
reducing the excise taxes (although this time 
placed certain restrictions on use of the 
'surplus" funds) 

Personal Security 

/Voted to eliminate the 100,000 Cops-on-the 
Beat program and replace it with an 
unrestricted block grant program that would not 
guarantee one additional police officer on the 
streets 

/Voted to cut funding for the Safe and Drug- 
Free School program by $266 million - which 
represents cutting the program bv more than 
50% 
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THE FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

Educational ODDOflUnity 

/Includes a $10,000 tax deduction for tuition at 
a college, graduate school, or certified training 
or technical program; would be available even 
to those taxpayers who do not itemize their 
deductions 

JAlso includes a $1,500 refundable tax credit 
for full-time tuition for all students in their first 
year of college and another $1,500 in their 
second year if they keep a B average; in first 2 
years of college, student would choose 
between .$1,500 credit or $1 0,000 deduction 

Economic ODportunity 

/Provides for increased investment in such 
items as wastewater treatment, safe drinking 
water facilities, and highway constmction 

/Provides small business tax relief for 
investment in equipment and passing family 
businesses to heirs 

1 
ANTI~FAMILY AGENDA OF 
GlNGRlCH-DOLE 104TH 

CONGRESS 
Educational O D D O f h J d ~  

/Voted to a student loan program by $1 0.1 
BILLION over seven years 

/Voted to eliminate interest subsidy during six- 
month grace period following graduation for 
student loans, raising costs to students. by $3.5 
BILLION 

JVoted to eliminate the popular direct student 
loan program, forcing over 1,300 schools and 
over 2.8 million students out of the program 

Economic ODDOrtUnity 

JVoted to cut back on investment in 
wastewater treatment and safe drinking water 
facilities by over $600 million from previous 
year's !eve I 

/Despite promises, has failed to deliver any 
tax relief to Ame.rica's small businesses 
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THE FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

~ 

Sovernmental Responsibility 

/Includes achieving a balanced federal budget 
.hrough such proposals as making cost-saving 
Deforms in government programs and 
sliminating needless subsidies for special 
nterests -- while protecting Medicare, 
aducation and Clean Water and Clean Air Act 
3ro tections 

/Includes in the balanced budget proposal the 
achieving of significant budget savings th,rough 
strenatheninq anti-fraud and abuse protections 
in the Medicare program 

Individual Responsibility 

Jlncludes welfare reform that is tough on work 
and protects kids; imposing work requirements 
and providing the child care and training 
necessary to make the transition from welfare 
to work successful ' 

~~~ ~~ 

Corporate Res pons i bi I ity 

/Maintains corporate responsibility for meeting 
their environmental responsibilities 0-  by calling 
for full enforcement 'of Clean Water Act and 
Clean Air Act by the Environmental Protection 
Agency 

/RePeals certain tax breaks that encourage 
corporations to move American jobs overseas 

ANTI-FAMILY AGENDA OF 
GINGRICH-DOLE 104TH 

CONGRESS 
Sovernrnental Responsibility 

Noted for a balanced budget plan that 
xovided huge tax cuts for the wealthy and 
special interests paid for by excessively deep 
:uts in the critically important programs of 
Medicare, education and Clean Water and 
%an Air Act protections 

. 

~~ 

Individual Responsibility 

JVoted for a welfare reform plan that was weak 
on work and tough on kids, including cutting 
child care and training available to those 
moving from welfare to work 

Corporate Responsibility 

JVoted to lower corporate responsibility for 
meeting their environmental responsibilities -- 
including voting to place numerous restrictions 
on the enforcement of Clean Water Act and 
Clean Air Act 

JVoted to exDand certain tax breaks that 
encourage corporations to move American jobs 
overseas 
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1. SECURITY 

A. PAYCHECK SECURITY 

e Fair Pay 
0 

e 
Expanding Child 8 Dependent Care l a x  Credit 
Banning Imports Made with Child Labor 

I 

B. HEALTH CARE SECURITY 

0 Making Kids Coverage More Available & Affordable 

C. RETIREMENT SECURITY 

0 Pension Reform Initiative (Clinton Bill 8 Women’s Pension Protections) 

D. PERSONAL SECURITY 

0 Crime Initiative (COPS Phase WAfter-School Safe HavenslDrug 
Enforcement 8 Prevention) 

II. OPPORTUNITY . 

A. EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

0 HOPE Scholarships 8 Tax Deductions for Education 8 Training 

B. ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

0 Small Business Initiative 
0 State Infrastructure Banks 

111. RESPONSlBlLlTY 

A. GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

0 Balanced Federal Budget 

0 Welfare Reform 8 “Deadbeat Parents” . 

0 Teen Pregnancy 

C. CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY 

0 Better Protecting Pensions 
0 Requiring Environmental Responsibility 
0 Repealing Tax Break That Encourages Companies to Move Jobs Overseas 
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' FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

- PAYCHECK SECURITY 

1) FAIR PAY 

In today's tough new economy, families increasingly need two earners just to make 
ends meet. More and more.women are being required to enter the workforce in 
order to incre.ase their family's income and ensure that the mortgage, food, utility, 
and clothing bills are met each month. 

And yet, aswomen enter the workforce in order to help their families pay all the 
bills, they find - even in the 1990s - that they are often underpaid for the work 
that they do. Indeed, women still earn 75 cents to a man's dollar. One reason that 
women continue to be underpaid is that many of them work in female-dominated 
occupations - which have historically been underpaid. 

More and more working families are'finding that, if women were truly being paid 
what they were worth, the entire family would be better off. 

Hence. the issue of women workers being paid what they are worth in the workplace 
has become, not only a matter of basic fairness, but also a central economic 
concern for millions of working families. 

The Families First Agenda contains a "fair pay" initiative that includes two parts: 

0 Enhanced Enforcement of the Equal Pay Act - The Equal Pay Act, 
passed in 1963. made it illegal to pay different wages to women and men 
doing the same work. The Equal Employment Opportunities Commission 
(EEOC) enforces the Act. Over the years, the Equal Pay Act has never been 
fully enforced -- in part due to inadequate enforcement resources. 

This initiative. proposes Stiffer enforcement and toua her Dena lties for 
under the Equal Pay Act. It also proposes improving data 

collection regarding the pay of men and women across various business 
sectors, as well as increasing public disclosure of diversity data for senior 
corporate positions. Finally, it proposes that the EEOC and the Office of 
Federal Contract Compliance Programs (which enforces work discrimination 
rules including equal pay requirements for federal contractors) be provided 
earmarked resources to be. used pnly for enforcement of equal pay 
requirements. 



Voluntary Employer Guidelines on Fair Pay - Another key step in 
achieving fair pay for women, in addition to strictly enforcing the Equal Pay 
Act, is ensuring that the wages of a woman are not being unfairly held down 
simply because she is working in a femaledominated occupation. In order 
to assist businesses seeking to achieve fair pay, the Secretary of Labor 
would be charged with developing vofuntary fair pay guidelines for the 
nation's employers. These guidelines would give businesses a model 
framework for assuring equal pay for equivalent work. In'order to focus 
greater national attention on the problem of fair pay, there would also be a 
National Summit on Fair Pay. This firstever summit would develop a 
specific legislative action plan for Congress to better achieve fair pay in 
American workplaces . 

2) EXPAND CHILD & DEPENDENT CARE TAX CREDIT 

In today's economy, in most American homes, both parents are required to work in 
order to pay all the bills. Hence, the majonty of working families are required to find 
child care - especially when their children are very young, and for many also in the 
after-school hours once their children become school-age. 

Hence, a primary' concern of many working families is finding highquality child care 
-- in appropriate, safe conditions - that they can afford. 

The current tax code offers a tax credit for dependent care expenses. However, the 
present credit offers little tax relief to millions of working families. The current 
statute reduces the percentage of tax credit as the family's income rises above 
510.000. For example. a couple earning 530,000 a year with one child can only 
receive a maximum credit of 5480 a year - even though their child care expenses 
may be close to S4.000. 

The Families First Agenda contains a proposal to make child care more affordable 
for millions of working families - by making the tax credit more generous. 

Thls Democratic proposal makes the tax credit more generous in three ways. First, 
it doubles the income threshold at which the tax credit begins to be phased down - 
from S10.000 to 520,000. Secondly, it increases the maximum amount of day care 
expenses that can qualify for the credit. (Currently, the maximum credit is 30% of 
day care expenses up to 52,400 for one dependent and up to $4,800 for two or 
more dependents. Under the proposal, the maximum credit would be 30% of day 
care expenses up to $3,600 for one dependent and up to $5,400 for two or more 
dependents . ) 

.As a result of these two changes, a couple earning S30,OOO a year with one child 
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could now receive a maximum credit of $900 a year.. Hence, the impact of this 
proposal would be to almost doub le their tax credit for child care. 

Thirdly, the proposal would make the dependent care tax credit refundable. The 
' credit is currently non-refundable. 

This proposal recognizes that good day care is an essential component of our 
children's development into productive citizens. In addition, more 'affordable day 
care could help serve the "latchkey kid" population that is currently often left for 
hours in the afternoon with no adult supervision. 

- 

3) BAN IMPORTS MADE WITH CHILD LABOR 

In this new, highly competitive, global economy, American workers are prepared for 
fair competition from their counterparts around the world. However, American 
workers should not be asked to comDete with child labor from abroad. 

Hence. the Families First Agenda contains a proposal to ban the importing into the 
United States of products made with child labor. 

The vast majority of countries in the world today - including such countries as India, 
China. and Guatemala - do have at least Some laws imposing restrictions on the 
use of child labor. The chief problem has been not the absence of any child labor 
laws whatsoever - but rather the lax enforcement of these child labor laws in many 
countries around the globe. 

Hence, under this Democratic proposal, in order to import into the United States, 
importers Qf record would be required to certify to the Customs Service that the 
products they are importing are oat produced in violation of the particular country's 
child labor laws. (Competitors could then bring a complaint to the Customs Service 
if they had reason to believe that this certification was false.) 

Secondly, this proposal would call on countries around the world to beef up 
enforcement of their existing child labor laws. It would also call for the upward ' 

harmonization of all, countries' child labor standards over time. Under the proposal, 
. . the ..United .States .would. be .required to use its voice and vote in international 

0 rg a n izat io n s 't 0' p u s-ti"-f o i enhanced child "la bo r -p'rdtect Ions. 



FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

HEALTH CARE SECURITY 

This Congressional Democratic agenda assumes that the Kennedy-Kassebaum 
Heatth Insurance Reform bill will be enacted sometime in 1996. However, if it is not 
enacted in 1996, it will be the first item of the Democratic agenda in 1997. 

The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill contains a number of important provisions for working 
families, including: 

0 Guaranteeing the portability of health insurance coverage for workers who 
change or lose their jobs; 

0 Prohibiting health insurance companies from denying coverage for pre- 
existing medical conditions; and 

. Prohibiting health insurance companies from denying coverage to employers 
with two or more employees. 

Once the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill has become law, Congressional Democrats ~ I S Q  
endorse a step in expanding the health care coverage available to the chiloren of 
working parents, as described below. 

MAKING THE HEALTH COVERAGE OF CHILDREN MORE 
AVAILABLE AND AFFORDABLE FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

In millions of American working families, both spouses work and yet neither spouse 
works at a job that offers health insurance benefits. 

Hence, millions of. American children have working parents and yet have no health 
insurance coverage whatsoever. 

Many working parents are kept awake at night worrying about the lack of health 
coverage for their children - and how they will be able to ensure good care for their 
child if the child has an accident or becomes seriously i l l .  

Children are much less expensive to insure than whole families - and yet few 
insurers allow families to purchase "children-only" policies. It is estimated that a 
health insurance policy for a child under 13 would cost about $1,000. 



This Democratic initiative, contained in the Families First Agenda, will help working 
parents obtain health insurance for their children, by making 'kids-only" policies 
available, accessible, and affordable. 

This initiative represents a first step in ultimately ensuring that all American children 
have access to affordable health care. 

This initiative has three components: 

1. TO MAKE "KIDS-ONLY" INSURANCE AVAILABLE 

Mandate that all insurance companies and managed care plans that do 
business with the Federal Government (through FEHBP, Medicare. 
Medicaid. etc.) offer children-only: policies - for children up to the age of 
13. 

e Require these policies to cover no less than the benefits offered in their 
government packages. 

2. TO MAKE "KIDS-ONLY'l INSURANCE ACCESSIBLE 

a Mandate various consumer protections in these "kids-only" policies (similar 
to the protections contained in the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill), including 
guaranteed issue, guaranteed renewability, no discrimination based on 
health status. etc. 

3. TO HELP MAKE "KIDS-ONLY" INSURANCE MORE AFFORDABLE 

a Provide assistance to working families to cover a portion of the cost of the 
premium. including tax relief and premium subsidies. 



FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

RETIREMENT SECURITY 

Millions of American working families worry about whether, after a jifetime of hard 
work, they will have economic secunty when they retire. Specifically, families worry 
about whether they will be able to gain access to a pension plan during their 
working years, whether they-can take their pension plan with them when they 
change jobs, and whether their pension will still Br: there for them when they finally 
reti re. 

A PENSION REFORM INITIATIVE 

The Families First Agenda includes a major pension reform initiative to improve 
pension coverage, portability and protection. . The initiative includes three 
components: 1) President Clinton's Retirement Savings and Security Act: 2) 
provisions better protecting women's pension benefits; and 3) miscellaneous 
add it ion a I pens ion reforms. 

President Clinton's Retirement Savings and Security Act 

First. this Democratic initiative includes the provisions contained in President 
Clinton's Retirement Savings and Security Act, submitted to Congress in May. 
These provisions include: 

Expanding Pension Coverage -- The bill expands pens,ion coverage by: 
offering small businesses a simple small business 401(k) plan (called the 
NEST), thereby potentially expanding pension coverage by up to 10 million 
workers: simplifying 401(k) plans for al! businesses; and making the 
employees of non-profit , organizations eligible for 401 (k) plans, thereby 
potentially expanding pension coverage by up to an additional 9 million 
workers. 

Expanding lRAs - Currently, deductible IRAs are available to families who 
have pension coverage only if household income is under $50,000 for- 
married couples and under $35,000 for single taxpayers and can be 
withdrawn penalty-free only after age 59 %. 

The bill makes lRAs more attractive and expands eligibilrty to 20 million more 
families. Specifically, the bill doubles the income limits from $50,000 to 
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$100.000 for married couples and from $35,000 to $70,000 for single 
taxpayers for a deductible IRA where a family member has pension 
coverage; and also allows penatty-free withdrawals from lRAs for education 
and training, first home purchases, major medical expenses, and during 
long-term unemployment. 

Increasing Pension Portability - The bill increases pension portability by: 
requiring the Treasury Department to issue new rules to make it easier for. . 

employers to accept rollovers into their pension plans from employees' 
previous pension plans; changing a law that encourages private employers 
to impose a one-year-waiting requirement before employees can participate 
in the company's pension plan; and ensuring that workers get the benefits 
they have earned, even if they have long left the job or the employer is no 
longer in business. 

Enhancing Pension Protection - The bill enhances pension protection by: 
requiring plan administrators and accountants to report promptly the serious 
misuse of pension funds,' with fines of up to $100,000; requiring state and 
local government pension plans be held in trust; and doubling the maximum 
level of annual benefits guaranteed under multiemployer plans. 

Better Preventing Pension Raids Finally, the bill better ,prevents pension 
raiding by: ensuring continued opposition to efforts to reduce the prohibitive 
excise taxes that were put in place in 1990 on money withdrawn by 
companies from pension funds and used for other purposes: and requiring 
the Labor Department to report regularly to Congress on any attempts by 
companies to tap into pension funds. 

Protecting Women's Pension Benefits 

This initiative also contains a series of provisions to create better protections 
respecting women's pension rights. 

One central concern is that, in certain.cases, when a woman is widowed. she learns 
that she and her husband had unknowinaly signed away her rights to survivor 
benefits n due to misleading and confusing spousal consent forms used by certain 
insurers. 

This initiative would protect spouses against unknowingly signing away rights to 
survivor benefits ,by requiring the development of a model, easy-to-read, full- 
disclosure spousal consent form - which must be used by companies selling 
annuities and other pension benefits to American workers. 

The initiative also protects spouses against loss of access to pension benefits 
during divorce proceedings by developing a model form for disposition of pension 
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benefits during a divorce. 

In addition, the initiative also includes provisions to modernize civil sewice and 
military pension provisions that currently disadvantage widows and divorced 
spouses, including provisions to: 1) allow widows and divorced spouses to collect 
awarded civil service pension benefits if the spouse or ex-spouse dies after leaving 
civil service and before collecting benefits; and 2) authorize courts to order the 
naming of an ex-spouse as the beneficiary of all or a portion of any refunded 
contributions for a civil service pension, in divorce proceedings. 

Other Pension Refonn Provisions 

This initiative also contains the following additional pension reform provisions not 
included in President Clinton's Retirement Savings and Security Act or in the ' 

women's pension equity provisions, including: 

i Requiring employers to invest employee pension contributions in no more 
than 15 davs - down from the current 90-day limit. (This would stop the 
involuntary interest-free loans employers have been taking from employee 
pension funds); 

8 Allowing for the creation of portable pension plans through a non-profit 
cooperative or clearinghouse to which employees and employers could 
easily contribute; and 

a Increasing monetary and criminal penalties for pension raiding. 

a 

0 



FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

PERSONAL SECURITY 

CRIME INITIATIVE - KEEPING AMERICANS SAFE IN THEIR 
HOMES, THEIR NEIGHBORHOODS, AND THEIR SCHOOLS 

1. EXTENDING THE 100,000 COPS PROGRAM 

The 100,000 Cops-on-the-Beat program - created by the 1994 Omnibus Crime Act 
-- has already proven to be enormously successful and enormously popular in 
communities all across the country. It guarantees 100,000 additional police officers 
on the streets between FY 1995 and FY 2000 (with federal funding actually 
dramatically dropping off after FY 1999). The COPS program is showing effective 
results nationwide - crime rates are down and violence is down. The program has 
been praised by police chiefs, sheriffs, mayors, and rank-and-file police officers 
throughout the nation. 

A number of states and localities across the country are already expressing an 
interest in extending the COPS program beyond its currently scheduled expiration 
date of FY 2000. Hence, this initiative would extend the program for two additional 
years - through FY 2002 - and ensure adequate federal funding throughout these 
next six years. The initiative would thereby ensure that states and localities can 
continue to add community police to their forces throughout the six-year period. 
Under the proposal, by FY 2002, there would be an additional 125,000 police on the 
streets -- rather than the 100,000 under current law. 

2. LAUNCHING A CAMPAIGN AGAINST YOUTH CRIME: MORE ADULT 
SUPERVISION FOR YOUTH AND MORE OPTIONS FOR JUVENILE 'COURT 
JUDGES 

The. 104th Congress is already considering legislation regarding making changes 
in the juvenile. justice system with respect to juveniles arrested for violent crimes - 
who make up 5% of total juvenile arrests. 

However, this initiative involves taking the next step of addressing the vast majority 
of juveniles who are not violent to give them the attention and help they need to stay 
away .from violence and crime. This initiative proposes: 1) encouraging the 
establishment of after-school "safe havens," 
after-school hours; and 2) providing juvenile 
de a I i n g with n on-vio le n t j uven i le off e n d e rs , 

to ensure adult supervision during 
court judges with more options in 
in order to help keep them-from 



becoming repeat or serious offenders. 

After4 cho ol "Sa feHa vens '' 

50% of vouth crime occu rs durina the unsube wised hours betw een school and 
dinnertime. We need more "safe havens" for the vast majonty of America's children 
who go home to an empty house or apartment after school. 'Safe havens" give kids 
a place to go after school so they are off the streets and out of trouble and where 
they are also less likely to become the victims of crime by others. 

This initiative would encourage the establishment of after-school 'safe havens" by 
providing state and local governments with technical assistance in how they can 
work with communrty-based organizations in establishing after-school "safe haven" 
programs. 'Safe haven" programs could include the expansion of such programs 
as Boys & Girls Clubs, DARE programs, and Police Athletic Leagues. 

Early Intervention with Non- Violent Juvenile Offenders 

95% of total juvenile arrests - more than two million juveniles - are for non-violent 
crimes. We must inteNene with these 95% at the time of their first misbehavior - 
and keep them from becoming repeat or serious offenders. 

Today, in most states, a juvenile can commit multiple non-violent offenses before 
they get any real attention from the juvenile justice system. Most juvenile court 
judges currently have very few options for handling these non-violent offenders. 

This initiative would address this problem by giving states incentives and resources 
for providing juvenile court judges the ability to impose a range of graduated 
sanctions designed to prevent additional criminal behavior. Such a range would 
start with options like counseling, drug testingltreatment, job training, or community 
service. and move to restitution, enrollment in alternative schools, and crime- 
specific programs, such as an anti-auto theft program. 

3. FIGHTING DRUGS 

Expanding Drug Testing and Treatment Through Drug Courl 

Drug courts have proven effective in reducing recidivism rates among drug-addicted 
offenders. Without drug courts, most drug offenders are sent right back out on the 
streets with no help in breaking their addiction. 

This initiative calls for increasing the federal support for drug courts, in which 
offenders receive drug testinghreatment and job training. The initiative would also 
permit states to use prison dollars provided under the 1994 Crime law to provide 
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drug treatment to prisoners before their release and to. institute drug 
testinghreatment for offenders released on parole or probation. 

Fully Funding Safe and Drug-Free Schools 

Finally, this initiative calls for fully funding the Safe and Drug-Free School program 
- until it is ensured that eve? elementary and high school student is being exposed 
to drug education and prevention services. This is particularly important because 
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have shown that large numbers of young people are currently 
dangers of drug use. 
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FAMLIES FIRST AGENDA - 

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

Expanded educational opportunrty is more critical today - in the tough, new, global 
economy - than at any previous time in American history. Indeed, the wage . 

premium for better-educated workers has expanded dramatically just over the past 
15 years. For example, in 1993, full-time male workers aged 25 and over with a 
college degree earned on average 89Y0 more per year than their counterparts with 
only a high school degree. 

And yet, at the same time that a college degree is becoming more and more 
valuable, more and more working families are concerned that a college education 
may be out-oforeach for their children. 

Indeed. the number-one concern of millions of working parents is whether or not 
.they will ever be able to afford to send their children to college - in light of the fact 
that college tuition has simply skyrocketed in recent years. Indeed, college tuition 
has grown D-Q since 1980. 

HOPE SCHOLARSHIPS & TAX DEDUCTIONS FOR EDUCATION 
AND TRAINING 

The Families First Agenda contains a Democratic initiative designed to make a 
college education, as well as vocational training, more affordable for miliions of 
American working families. 

HOPE Scholars hips 

This Democratic initiative includes the HOPE Scholarship program, as proposed by 
Presioent Clinton on June 4. 

The HOPE Scholarship program would provide all students with a $1,500 
refundable tax credit for full-time tuition in their first year of college ($750 for half- 
time tuition) and another $1,500 in their second year if they work hard, stay off 
drugs, and earn at least a B average in their first year. 

This HOPE Scholarship program will attempt to make two years of college as 
universally accessible as high school is today. 

This S1,500 credit is S300 above the national average community college tuition 
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and would make tuition free for 67% of all community college students. Wile the 
tax credit is priced to pay for the full cost of communrty college, the credit can be 
applied to tuition at college - from a two-year public comrnunrty college to a 
four-year private college. This $1500 tax credit would be a substantial 
downpayment for parents sending their children to colleges with higher tuition. 

The tax credit would be phased out at higher income levels. For joint filers, the 
credit would be phased out at incomes between $80,000 and $100,000. For single 
filers, the credit would be phased out between $50,000 and 570,000. 

Tax Deductions for Education and Training Expenses 

This Democratic initiative ~ I S Q  includes tax deductions for education and training 
expenses - both the $1 0.000 tax deduction proposed by the Clinton Administration 
for direct education and training expenses as well as a tax deduction for student 
loan interest. 

First, the initiative includes the $10,000 tax deduction for tuition for college, 
graduate school, community college, and certified training and technical programs, 
as proposed by the Clinton Administration. In order to receive the deduction. the 
tuition must be for an education or training program that is at least half-time or 
related to a worker's career. 

Eligible students'in their first two years of college or their parents must Choose 
between either the HOPE Scholarship E the tax deduction. The deduction is up to 
S10.000 a year per family: the credit is $1,500 per Student. 

The 510.000 tax deduction would be available even to those taxpayers who do not 
itemize their deductions. It would also be available for any year a family has 
education or training expenses. 

As with the tax credit, the tax deduction would be phased out at higher income 
levels For joint filers. the deduction would be phased out at incomes between 
S80.000 and S100.000. For single filers, the deduction would be phased out 
between S50.000 and S70.000. 

Finally. unlike the Clinton tax deduction proposal, this Democratic initiative also 
includes a tax deduction for student loan interest. Under this proposal. those paying 
off student loans taken out under a federal or state: loan program for higher 
education would be able to deduct the interest payments on those loans. This tax 
deduction would also be phased out at higher income levels. 



FA MILIES FIRST AGENDA 

ECONO.MlC OPPORTUNITY 

1) SMALL BUSINESS INITIATIVE 

Small businesses are'the real engine of job creation in our economy. Over ha.lf of 
all new jobs are being created in the small business sector. As large companies 
downsize. small companies are upsizing. 

, 

And yet, for too long. it is the wealthiest corporations that are getting all the tax 
breaks and special favors in Washington, D.C. 

In too many cases, the tax code and other public laws have favored large 
corporations over the vital small business sector: 

The Families First Agenda includes two important steps to provide needed tax relief 
to small businesses: 

A) Keeping Family Businesses in the Family 

Currently. in certain situations. upon the death of the owner of a small business, the 
heirs must liquidate the family business'in order to obtain the cash to pay federal 
estate taxes. 

This proposal would allow the heirs to pay these estate taxes in annual installments, 
with a favorable interest rate of 4%, on the first 52.5 million of the estate (up from 
the current. much-less-generous S1 million threshold). In addition, the proposal 
would liberalize the types of small businesses that could qualify for this favorable 
tax tieatmen?. 

This proposal would allow many family businesses to stay in the family - rather than , 

having to be liquidated. 

B) Increasing Expensing of Depreciable Property 

Federal income tax law generally requires the taxpayer to depreciate amounts spent 
to purchase machinery and equipment. The business owner is generally required 
the deduct the cost of the purchase over the life expectancy of the property, which 
is usually a number of years. However, current law includes an exception which 
permits a small business to immediately deduct ("expense") the full amount paid 
each year up to a 'certain maximum. 



In 1993, the Democratic Congress enacted a law increasing the amount that small 
businesses were allowed to expense - from $10,000 to $17,500.. The version of 
this bill that had originally passed the House had increased this amount to $25,000, 
but it was scaled back in the Senate. 

This proposal would revive the proposal of Democrats in 1993 to immediately raise 
the amount that small businesses are allowed to expense from $17,500 to S25,000 . - effective in January 1998. Increased expensing would give needed funds to small 
businesses that have limited access to capital markets. Increased expensing 
(rather than using depreciation) also simplifies tax reporting and record-keeping -- 
which are more burdensome for small businesses. 

2) PARTNERSHIP WITH PRIVATE SECTOR IN REBUILDING 
COMMUNITIES 

Decaying roads, bridges, rail systems, and water treatment systems are clogging 
the economic lifelines of communities around the country. Indeed, studies have 
shown upwards of S40 billion in annual losses from traffic congestion alone. With 
"just-in-time" manufacturing a critical ingredient of our economic competitiveness, 
a modern, efficient transportation system is more vital now than ever. 

However. the lack of adequate investment in such items as roads, bridges, airports 
and sewer syst,ems is hampering economic growth in communities all across the 
country. 

The Families First Agenda contains a Democratic proposal for 9 new investmenf 
partnershit3 - using public funds to leverage additional private investment - in order 
to boost investment in our roads. transit systems, airports, sewers, drinking water, 
schools. and other infrastructure. Democrats will work to fully utilize the annual 
revenues flowing to our transportation trust funds for their intended purpose: 
infrastructure invest ment . 

The central component of this new investment initiative calls for drawing down the 
large unexpended balances in the Highway and Airport Trust Funds by $1.75 billion 
a year and distributing the funds to State Infrastructure Banks, to be used for the 
highway, transit and airport projects for which those funds were raised. This $1.75 
billion in federal investment would then be leveraged by the State Banks to 
generate significant additional state and private investment. The initiative also 
includes an additional 5250 million a year in increased funding for improved sewage 
treatment, safe drinking water facilities, and school facilities. 



State Infmstnrcture Banks: A New Tool To Fund Public Wodcs 

To expand investment and get the most from' taxpayer dollars, states have begun 
to establish State Infrastructure Banks to attract private investment. These State 
Infrastructure Banks are a means of increasing and improving both public and 
private investment in infrastructure. The Banks provide greater fiexibilrty to support 
the financing of projects by using federal-aid funds for revolving loan funds and 
other forms of innovative financing which attract private investment. 

This Democratic investment initiative would supplement our current infrastructure 
programs with support for .. State Infrastructure Banks, making the Banks a 
nationwide program in which all 50 states could participate. 

Under the proposal. the Federal Government would distribute funds by drawing from 
the large unexpended balances that currently exist in the Highway and Airport Trust 
Funds to capitalize State Infrastructure Banks in every state. The State 
Infrastructure Banks would then use the funding from these unexpended balances 
for the purposes for which they were raised: investment in highway, transit and 
airport projects. 

The' state banks would offer grants, loans, risk insurance, lines of credit, and/or 
other financing to attract private capital to infrastructure projects for which dedicated 
revenues can be identified. States would be free to design the banks to suit their 
particular needs. 

This proposal is similar in concept to the Clean Water Actk highly successful State 
Revolving Loan Program. in which the Federal Government capitalizes state loan 
funds (except that it would supplement, rather than replace, current grant 
programs). This proposal builds on the recently-passed National Highway System 
legislation. which establishes ten State Banks, and the President's FY 1997 budget 
proposal to provide S250 million for their capitalization. 

Tne use of innovative financing. though in its early stages, is already being used in 
many areas of the country. The Clinton Administration already has helped.35 states 
accelerate over 75 innovative financing infrastructure projects, allowing most to be 
completed three, five, or even ten years ahead of schedule. 

The initiative calls for $1.75 billion in new federal funding for these State 
Infrastructure Banks each year, which - due to the ability to leverage state and 
private funding -- would lead to a total of over $4 billion in new infrastructure 
investment each year (assuming a 20% matching requirement for states and a 
conservative leveraging ratio of 2-to-l ). As states gain expertise, state banks 
eventually could achieve even higher leveraging ratios. Under this proposal, DOT 
is also given greater flexibility and authority to assist states with interstate or large 
projects important to national competitiveness. 

. 
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Addjfjonal lnfrastmctum for Safe Drinking Grater ant Scnool Improvements 

Secondly, under this .proposal, the Federal Government would provide the 
Environmental Protection Agency and State Education Agencies $250 million in 
additional revenues each year to distribute for infrastructure projects to improve 
sewage treatment, safe drinking water facilities, and school facilities. These funds 
will also be leveraged to attract additional investment. I 

This additional 3250 million a year would help the. nation address the fact that there 
is currently billions of dollars in backlog in the nation's sewage, drinking water 
treatment, and school improvement needs. . .  

. 
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FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

GOVE.RNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

The Families First Agenda insists that responsibility be exercised by every quarter 
of American society - including individuals, corporations, and government. 
Government's responsibility is to exercise fiscal responsibility by achieving a 
balanced federal budget. 

A BALANCED FEDERAL BUDGET' 

Congressional Democrats endorse a balanced federal budget that is consistent with 
American values and is fair to all Americans. 

Congressional Democrats call for balancing the budget through: closing tax 
loopholes for wea tthy special interests; eliminating unnecessary business subsidies 1 

ma king responsible reforms and adjustments in various entitlement programs: 
requiring more burdensharing with our allies in paying for the costs of defending 
Europe and Asia: rooting out fraud and abuse by unscrupulous providers and others 
in the Medicare and Medicaid programs; continuing the "Reinventing Government" 
initiative in order to make government services more cost-effective; and reducing 
funding for low-priority programs. 

Congressional Democrats know that the budget can be balanced while still 
maintaining our obligations to our parents our children. and our future. Specifically. 
Democrats endorsi a budget that is balanced in a responsible and realistic way. 
while still.. 

. .  

0 Protecting Medicare and its guarantee of affordable, high-quality health care 
for senior citizens from damaging reductions and ensuring that reductions in 
the Medicare program are never used to pay for tax breaks for the wealthy; 

0 Protecting Medicaid from damaging reductions and continuing the guarantee 
of health care coverage for children living in poverty and nursing home 
coverage for seniors who have exhausted all their resources; 

0 Protecting seniors from the threat of seizure of their homes or family farms 
to pay their spouses' nursing home bills: 

0 Protecting working families from the liability for the nursing home bills of their 
elderly parents. 
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0 Investing in the education and training of America's young people and 

workers, to better prepare our country to compete in the world economy of 
the 21st century; and 

0 Protecting the environment. 

Together, the American people can protect high-prionty programs and W balance 
the budget in a realistic and sustainable way. 

Like the Clinton budget, the .Families First Agenda calls for balancing the federal 
budget but also providing middle-class Americans with faroeted ass istance - 
through such items as targeted tax relief. The targeted assistance in the Families 
First Agenda is actually somewhat less extensive thac'that proposed in the Clinton 
budget. Certainly, balancing the budget and also providing targeted assistance to 
middle-class families will require large spending reductions in many areas of the 
budget -- as are called for in the Clinton budget - and Democrats have shown a 
willingness to supporl such large spending reductions. 

. 

The Clinton balanced budget plan balances the budget and still provides targeted 
tax relief to middle-class families. Specifically, the Clinton plan balances the budget 
through $461 Bll I ION in total deficit reduction,, which is composed of the following 
three components: 

e S524 BILLION in spending reductions; 

e 51 17 BILLION in targeted middle-class tax relief; and 

e 554 BILLION in revenue increases achieved through tax loophole-closings, 
targeted at special interests. 

The Families First Agenda will balance the budget with preciselv the same three 
comDonents - large spending reductions. targeted middle-class tax relief. and tax 
loophole-closings targeted at special interests. 



FAMILIES FIRST AGENDA 

CORPORATE RESPONS I B I LlTY 

The Families First Agenda insists that responsibility be exercised by every quarter 
of American society - including government, individuals, and corporations. 

Corporations need to show TesDo nsibility towards their employees, resoonsibility 
towards their communities, and resDonsibility towards their country. Simply put. 
Democrats are calling upon corporations to return to earlier standards of loyalty 
towards their employees, communities, and country.' 

Hence, the Families First Agenda includes proposals to: 1) require corporate 
responsibility in the protection of employees' pension funds; 2) require corporations 
to meet their environmental responsibilities; and 3) encourage corporations to show 
responsibility towards their country by repealing tax breaks for shipping jobs abroad. 

1) REQUIRING CORPORATE . RESPONSIBILITY I N .  THE 
PROTECTION OF EMPLOYEES' PENSIONS 

I First. corporations need to exercise loyatty towards their employees. One key way 
in which loyalty needs to be exercised towards their employees is by better 
protecting employees' pension funds. 

Hence. this Democratic initiative contains several provisions to enhance pension 
protection. including : 

0 Requiring plan administrators and accountants to report promptly the serious 
'misuse of pension funds, with fines of up to, $100,000; and 

e Requiring employers to invest employee pension contributions in no more 
than 15 davs - down from the current 90-day limit. (This would stop the 
involuntary interest-free loans employers have been taking from employee 
pension funds). 

The initiative also contains several provisions to better prevent pension raids, 
including: 

a Ensuring continued opposition to efforts to reduce the prohibitive excise 
taxes that were put in place in 1990 on money withdrawn by companies from 



pension funds and used for other purposes; 
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Requiring the Labor Department to report regularly to Congress on attempts 
by companies to use pension funds for other purposes; and 

Increasing the monetary and criminal penatties for violating the various 
restrictions on pension raiding. 

2) REQUIRING CORPORATIONS TO MEET THEIR 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Corporations also need to exercise loyatty towards their communities. One key way 
in which loyalty needs to be exercised towards their communities is by meeting 
corporations' environmental responsibilities. 

It is only through corporations meeting their environmental responsibilities that the 
ongoing national efforts to protect the health and safety of the nation's children, 
families, and communities can be successful. 

In encouraging more environmental responsibility, Congressional Democrats are 
dedicated to achieving the following objectives: 

0 Keep drinking water safe from contamination. Protect our children and 
families by ensuring the water they drink is safe and free from dangerous 
chemicals, pesticides, and bacteria. 

Protect the clean air laws that are cutting pollution. Ensure the air our 
children and families breathe is free from dangerous pollutants. 

Protect our rivers, lakes and streams from water pollution. Reauthorize 
the Clean Water Act and strengthen the clean-up of America's wateways so 
that more of our waters can meet the goal of being safe for fishing and 
swimming. 

Maintain our commitment to clean up toxic waste sites. Speed the 
cleanup of toxic waste sites while ensuring that polluters pay to clean up the 
contamination they cause. Reform the Superfund toxic waste cleanup law 
to reduce litigation, fairly apportion cleanup costs, and encourage 
redevelopment of old industrial sites. 

Recognize every American's tight-to-know about exposure to toxic 
chemicals. Improve America's right-to-know laws to give families the facts 
they need to protect themselves from unseen heafth risks, and spur industry 
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efforts to exceed minimum standards for reducing toxic waste. 

3) REPEALING TAX BREAK THAT ENCOURAGES CORPORATIONS 
TO MOVE JOBS OVERSEAS 

Finally, U.S. corporations need to exercise loyalty towards their country. One key 
way in which loyalty needs to be exercised towards their country is by stopping the 
shipping of large numbers of good-paying jobs to plants overseas. The shipping of 
these good jobs overseas is serving to undermine the standard of living of ten’s of 
thousands of American working families. 

Hence. this Democratic initiative contains a proposal to attempt to encourage 
corporations to show more responsibility towards their country by repealing a tax 
break for shipping jobs overseas. 

Indeed, under current tax law, American corporations are actually rewarded for 
shutting down manufacturing plants in the United States - eliminating good-paying 
jobs for thousands of hard-working Americans - and shipping those jobs to 
overseas plants. 

Under the law, U.S. companies are allowed to defer payment of taxes on profits 
earned overseas until they send those proffis back to the United States in the form 
of dividends. I 

a .  Hence. companies that export good American jobs get a tax subsidy not available 
to companies which continue to manufacture in the United States. - 
This Democratic proposal would rePeal this tax deferral in cases where U.S. 
multinational corporations produce abroad in foreign tax havens and then ship those 
products back to the United States. (The proposal would not hinder U .S  
mulitnationals that produce abroad from competing with foreign firms in foreign 
markets. ) 

Hence. under this Democratic proposal, companies would no longer be subsidized 
by the tax code for.shipping jobs out of the United States. 
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across state lines: 

8 Strengthening child support collection, 
expanding income withholding from wages; 

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 

The Families First Agenda insists that responsibility be exercised by ,my quarter 
of American society - including government, corporations, and individuals. 
Individual responsibility can be better enhanced through enactment of: 1 ) welfare 
reform legislation that imposes work requirements on welfare recipients; 2) tough 
“deadbeat parents” legislation that rewires parents to support their children: and 
3) a teen pregnancy initiative that enhances personal responsibility and is targeted 
at dramatically reducing the teen pregnancy rate. 

1) WELFARE REFORM & “DEADBEAT PARENTS” 

Congressional Democrats endorse wetfare reform legislation that is fouah on work 
put Protects innocent children. Specifically, Democrats endorse welfare reform 
legislation that achieves the following goals: 

0 Tying welfare to work, by imposing work requirements for receipt of welfare 
benefits I 

8 . Providing the resources required to successfully move people from welfare 
to work - including ensuring child care and transitional health care for those 
moving into the workforce; 

8 Requiring parental responsibility, but slso protecting innocent children; and 

9 Requiring responsibility from’ sponsors of legal immigrants. but also not 
unfairly penalizing legal immigrants. 

Congressional Democrats also endorse, as part of welfare reform, tough “deadbeat 
parents” legislation that achieves the following goals: 

8 Ensuring uniform interstate child support laws: 

8 Giving states new tools to ensure that child support orders can be collected 

including strengthening and 
and 

. Strengthening child support enforcement, such as motor vehicle liens, 
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.' suspension of drivers' and professional licenses, and denial of passports. 

2) TEEN PREGNANCY 

Congressional Democrats endorse an aggressive, national campaign focused on 
dram a)aral)y bringingdown the rate of teen pregnancy. Democrats believe that the 
only way in which such a campaign will be successful is if every level of American 
society - ranging from elected political leadership to grass-roots community 
organizations - get involved in focusing national attention on preventing teen 
pregnancy. 

All Americans need to speak out about the importance of preventing "children from 
having children." 

Specifically, Democrats endorse a teen pregnancy initiative that achieves the 
following goals: 

e Requiring states to intensify efforts to establish paternity as a means of 
holding non-custodial parents accountable for their actions and responsible 
to their children; 

e Providing technical assistance to state and local governments in setting up 
teen pregnancy prevention programs focusing on at-risk young people who 
are not yet parents; and 

a Providing for partnerships with communrty-based volunteer organizations in 
developing programs focused on prevention of teen pregnancy. 



Page 31 

9TH STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format. 

Copyr'ignt 1996 Inter Press Service 
Inter Press Service 

...- "= 
: a  

November 6, 1996, Wednesday 

LENGTK: 1045 words 

HEADLINE: U.S.,-ELECTIONS: LABOR, BUSINESS BOTH CLAIM VICTORY IN VOTE 

BYLINE: By Farhan Haq 

DATELIKE: NEX YORK, Nov. 6 

BODY : 
Fcr labar and big business alike, the 1996 electior,s were a vote everyone 

cclild love.  

Wall Street eagerly accepted yesterday's re-election of President Bill 
Cliztsz a25 return of a Republican-led Congress, with the Dow Jones industrial 
index rising 40 pci~ts in trading yesterday to 6081 points. The market continued 
tc sweli ir; trading today, setting a record by breaking the 6'100-point mark. 

E:: Xall Street's exthusiasm was matched by the claims of victory emerging 
f r m  the lc=q-dcr;r,act labor unions, most notably the American Federation of 
Laber-Congress of IRdustrial Organizations (AFL-CIO). 

"As far as  we'lre concened, working families are back as a political force," 
AFL-CIO spo':kesxman Deborah Dion told IPS. "Labor is back." 

* 
( I T T y  u.:ion voters 5ot a great deal in the sense that they put themselves backr 

i n t o  the gaze," agreed Robert Borosage, co-director of the Washington-based 
thhk tank, Campaign for America's Future. llItls a big deal for working pecple, 
because their views will get more consideration than they have received in a 
nurrber of years." 

The AFL-CIO sank some $ 3 5  million into the 1996 campaign, largely targeting 
pro-business Republicans who seized.contro1 of the House of Representatives for 
the first time in four decades in 1994. 

From t h e  outset of the campaign, labor pushed the negative image of House 
Speaker Newt Gingrich and the Republican "Contract w'ith America," a 1994 
campaign document which the AFL-CIO scorned as a pro-business, anti-worker 
tract. 

".A. gang .of thugs. calling..themselves members. of Congress has been t,rying to 
mug the American people'-Yor 'the. past TWO; years ;'""".PiF~~'CI'O"Pr'~s..~'d~n'~ "Jo'hn'"Swe.en.ey 
argued. Itwe fought them to a standstill.Il 

As a result, Sweeney said, 1996 has been the year that "the labor movement 
awoke.from a long, long sleep." But union membership remains at only 13.1 
m i l l i o r ?  people, or some 15 percent of the workforce, down considerably from 1945 
when 35 percent of all workers belonged to unions. 
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That decline was why this election has been crucial, proving that labor car, 
take ar! active role in improving workers' lives and affecting the political 
process, Sweeney said. In practice, that boiled down to seeking Republicar. 
losses in the House of Representatives. 

In particular, the labor coalition paid for advertisements attacking the 
records of 32 Republicans seeking their second term in the House; by this 
morning., eight of the freshmen had been defeated. 

Despite' labor's efforts, however, the 435-seat House remains narrowly 
Republican. With eight races still undeci.ded today, the Republicans had won 2 2 2  
seats, enough to maintain a slight majority, compared to 203 for Democrats and 
two. for center-left independents. 

The Republicans also picked up several seats vacated by retiring Democrats ir. 
the s m t h ,  an' increasingly Republican region. 

Labsr's impact was nevertheless strong, especially in 
skifting non-college-edscated voters, who turned out heavily in 1994 against the 
Z m ~ c r a t s ,  back to the centrist party. 

Ec.xzsa5.e said the shift in voters without a college education, along xith the 

prcbVided the biggest boost to the Democrats' renewed fortunes. The former group, 
502-csase argued, .was heavily affected by the AFL-CIO campaign. 

2 m2 - nn r , v l r . L  7 c. - gap by wo7:en voters in favor of Clinton over Republicax Bob Dole, 

Soze pclls taken of voters exiting yesterday's polls bear that argument aut. 
A Kex Scrk Times survey indicated that 6 out of 10 union voters turned to the 
rJe?xcrars this year. An NBC.pol1 showed that one-third of voters identified 
themselt 'es as belcnging to unions, and that 5 5  percent of those union vctes weEt 
to the Cemxrats. 

More significant than the voter turnout and unseated Republicans, however, is 
the effect the labor campaign has had on re-asserting workers' concerns. 

"The center has been redefined to protect Medicare (the state-run program of 
health assistance for the poor and elderly), invest in education and contirrue 
progress on health care," Borosage said. None of those issues were supported by 
Republicans t w o  years ago, he noted, but even Gingrich stressed them in his 
own successful re-election bid in Georgia. 

"The Republican retreat from their own anti-government position was' pretty 
profound, I t  he contended. 

"Every family in America.was talking about our issues: college loans, the 
minimum wage.,, 'reti'rement rsecurities; 'I said Dion. -"The Gingrich- foot- soldiers 
will never, ever try to do in 1994 with the Contract with America." 

Regardless of the relationship between the returning Republican Congress and 
Democratic presidency, Dion argued, both side6 learned not to seek major cuts in 
Medicare, a central campaign issue which hurt the Republicans. Support,for 
Medicare even helped Clinton win Florida, a traditionally Republican state with 
a sizable elderly community. 



e -. .. 

0 Inter Press Service, November 6, 199 0 
Page 33 

Some Republicans argue that voter anger over Republican proposals to curb 
Medicare spending pushed both pa,rties away from any plans to cut either that 
program or the larger Social Security entitlement. By election day, voters 
faced a choice between Dole's plan to increase Medicare spending by 6 percent a 
year and Clinton's to increase it by 7 percent a year. 

"It was Bob Dole and the Republicans who turned themselves into imitation 
Democrats," David Frum, a senior fellow at the right-wing Manhattan Institute, 
wrote in The New York Times today. 

"Again and again, Mr. Dole was driven off his message of lower taxes and 
forced to swear that he was as determined as President Clinton to protect 
Medicare in all its costly splendor,Il Frum complained. 

The unions' organizing power and advertising dollars this year also prsdded. 
s m e  pre-eleccion changes. After several years of haggling, Clintcz and t h e  
Gixgrich-le5 Kcuse asreed in August to phase in a 90-cent minimum wage, to $ 

5.iS a2 hour;by next year. 

As Bc.rcsa22 noted wryly,  by last week, Gingrich was assailing his o m  
2 e m c r a t i c  osponent, Georgian businessman Michael Coles, for paying minimiirr: wa9.e 
i3 ss-e workers in his cookie-making company, although Gingrich himself hz5, 
weighed in azaissr any increase in the minimum wage until this sunner. 

'I huh T-.. :fie>. know where working families stand," Dion summed up. 
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XZDLIhT:  A look at special-interest groups' spending in 1996 elections 

31L IX€:  Gamett News Service 

DATELIhZ : WASEINGTON 

3 m Y  : 
WASIiIKGTON - -  Here's how several major.interest groups jumped 

in on cocgressional campaigns to advocate issues - -  often with 
nesazive television advertisements that keyed on hot topics such 
as qun ccncro l  and aSortion: 

Chrisciar: Coalition puts emphasis on 'voter guides' 

The Christian Coalition, started in 1989, is regarded by many 
as a model of how outside groups can utilize grass-roots strength 
to amass power and influence the electoral process. 

The Federal Election Commission brought suit against the group 
- n ~  L1-ls year, charging that it was improperly coordinating its famed 
"voter widest' with the campaigns of Republican candidates. 

The voter guides list presidential, congressional and gubernatorial 
candidates' stands on issues it considers important to its llpro-lifell 
an5 "pro-family" outlook. 

/ 

S m e  cf them include: homosexuals in the military, term limits 
. f s r  Conqrcss, a volw.tary school-prayer constitutional amendment, 

hriiiing partial-birch abortion and the balanced budget amendment. 

This year the grou? distributed the voter guides using 125,000 
churches - -  up from 100,000 in previous elections - -  the Sunday 
before voters went to t.he polls. Workers also canvassed neighborhoods 
.an5 handed out the voter guides in shopping malls and similar 
grass-roots locations. 

In all, the Christian Coalition says it spent $ 22 million to $ 2 4  
.....- m~.;.l;~-i,.on.,uon;.cthis year '.s ... races . 

XRA, p-control group battle it out in California race 

while Andrea Seastrand and Walter Capps battled it out for Congress 
in Santa 3arbara, Calif., a parallel campaign was being waged 
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by s~scial-interest groups. 

The Xational Rifle Association and the Handgun Control Voter Education 
FcnZ were ancng the sroups that used independent expenditures 
to fimd a barrage of attack advertising in the race for one of 
California's 5 2  congressional seats. 

The re-election bid of Seastrand, a freshman Republican who voted 
to rspeal President Clinton's assault rifle ban, was one of 5 0  
raccs targeced by the NRA. 

- -  n- .  era^^^ the NRA spent more than $ 4 million in the 1996 election 
seasm, S i . 5  million in independent expenditures alone, said Tanya 
Mecsssa, the h i t s  chief lobbyist in Washington and chair of its ' 

? o l i z i c a l  Victory F-L;?~. . 

-- -22 ?FA has used independent expenditures for mare than two decades 
ar?.a Bsfen2.s :he practice as an effective way for its membership 
'is Fr;fluence electiozs. 

y-..; - - - - 4 q .. . - &..2 aQliuyr-r Conrrd group said it wanted to educate voters about 
zh? c a z ~ e r s  of a s s a s l t  weapons - -  and see Seastrand and Martin 
S&S, a sscc.c5-term Zepilblican from Ohio, thrown out of office. *. 

- ~n Occaber ,  the 5rou:p spent $ 62,000 against Hoke and $ 43,000 against 
Seascrand. Spokeswman Jamie Shor said it was money well spent:, 
"In 53th d i s t r i c t s  , our candidates won. 

3uz t h e  National 2ifle Association said it won the war. 

19 - &e - wer2 in approximately 5 0  different races," Metaksa said, 
"an6 w e  were successful in retaizing 92 percent of the members 
in Cozzress w h 3  voted to repeal the Clinton gun ban." 

- ~ c r i z  li~its group uses radio, TQ, mail for 'education' 

,:,-;lericans f o r  Limited Terms says 'it will end up spending about 
e 1 - 4 7 1 4 m -  l l l ~ ~ ~ ~ u . .  this year or! what it deems voter education efforts. 

-- ,ne group, one of many that advocates term limits, researches 
candidace positions relating to state and federal term limits 
ana distributes the findings through media appearances and advertising. 

"Xe're selective. -We try to speak to voters to whom term limits 
makcs a -difference, (I ?said .Paul -Farago, spokesman. tor the. .group. 

Scates where little interest has been shown in the issue are l i k e l y  
to 3e avoided, he said. 

?!ethods employed by the' group include radio, television and direct 
. _  mar,. 
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"Zandidates do not advertise their opposition to the term limits 
fay.-sred by voters. That's why we do," Farago said. 

Znvironmentalists turned aggressive with independent spending 
in ' 3 5  

Xfter years of relying on campaign foot-soldiers hanging brochures 
on 5Dor knobs, the environmental movement turned suddenly aggressive 
in =he 1996 elections, plowing tens of thousands of dollars into 
key races and claiming credit for the truncated political careers 
of a x e  than a dozen lawmakers. 

-* 
,.pie Sierra Club and the League of Conservation Voters led the 

ezviromenral community's electioneering this year. While both 
g r o - q s  contributed handsomely tc Republicans and Democrats they 
su??crr, m3st of the money spent was for negative ads aimed at 
Xepbllcazs :hey waz.ted to defeat. 

3 t  as Rep. Reler. Chenoweth, R-Idaho, who survived a $ 240,000 
assax:lt by LCV axd a massive attack by organized labor showed, 
zke stracsgy of tarrir.g incumbents doesn't always work. 

M Tb I..ey were definitely effective to a degree, but not effective 
ez:.oush, I t  Chenoweth said. 

The LCV spent about $ 1.5 million in independent campaigns, including 
S 133,000 against vanqaished Sen. Larry Pressler, R-S.D.; $ 122,000 
agaicst Rep. Jim Longley, R-Maine, who also lost; $ 203,000 against 
?.e?. Raxdy Tate, R-Wash., another loser; $ 110,000 against Rep. 
?red  Xeineman, R-N.C., also a loser. But the $ 155,000 spent against 
Xepuhlican Gordon Smith, the wimer in the Oregon Senate race, 
d i & ' t  do the trick, nor did the $ 130,000 against Rep. Frank Riggs, 
.-.-Calif. - - 

The Sierra C l ~ h ,  meanwhile, spent about $ 300,000 of its.$ 7 . 5  millior. 
caFaign budget on independent ventures, including for and against 
zival candidates in California, where club favorite Walter Capps 

. unseated Rep. Andrea Seastrand, and Michigan, where the group's 
choice,' Debbie Stabenow, defeated. incumbent Rep. Dick Cnrysier. 

:,34th Congress drove Planned Rarenthood to independent spending 

?lamed Parenthood wanted to make a splash in the 1996 c.ongressiona1 . 

c .t.i .on-s -'SO a*for-the- ,f-i-rst .--.t-i.me , ..-the .-p~o.-.ohoi.ce .=gr.o.up .&decided 
to =brow money i n t o  independent expenditures. 

"The 104th Congress really went after abortion rights, family 
pl&,uling, sex education," said Margaret Conway, vice president 
foz public policy for the Planned Parenthood Action Fund. I ! . . .  

As -de came into the election season, voters had no idea we had 
been under attack. We felt we had a really huge education problem.'l 
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The g.rour>'s education strategy included taking out advertising 
against candidates who opposed issue's important to Planned Parenthood. 

Canway wosldn't say how much the group spent in all. But records 
Plazzsd Parenthood filed with the Federal Election Commission 
shox the group spent more than $ 40,.000 in October both for and 
aga i x t  candidates . 

"T thinkit's important. I think its fair," Conway said. I t . . .  It's 
a First Amendment issue where we need to be able to discuss our 
Issces wicn the voting public.Il 

- 
:3r its part, the National Right to Life spent amply in the 1996 

carqalgn. 

Officiais in the group's office here did not return several phone 
. calls this week, but records on file with the FEC show the national 

o r g a z i z a r i c n  spent S 130,000 on behalf of candidates and more thar. 
$ 55, 309 acainsc caE2idates. 

Charbe:-led Coalirion tries positive over negative 

The business-orienced Coalition, led by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
ran some negative ads - -  but mostly went positive to blunt labor 
aztack a5.s. 

T5e Csalizion was formed rather belatedly in Jlme to comrer negative 
ads the A X , - C I O  was r*a.zning against incumbent Republicans. 

3xt r a z k s r  tha-? responding ir! kind against a Democrat, ads b>* 
The CrJaliLloz argued that the Republican had done the very thinss 
that qat h i m  or her elected in 1994 - -  passing a balanced biliget - thac i ~ z c l i l i z d  tax relief for middle-income families and thac w x l d  
save Ze5icsre. Call your member of Congress and offer to help 
C .  Lne campaisr;, The Ccalition ads urged. 

3ruce Josren', ser;ior vice president of the Chamber, expects The 
Coallzisr :  E: be arouyd in the 1996 campaign, still going largely 
posirive. 

-- 
~ 2 .  saij many companies - -  because they are traded publicly, have 

borh Democratic,and Republican employees or are involved in community 
actiibVities - - don't have "the stomach" for negative campaigns. 

- 1  
I 

... ,,~~e..~C.o.al.i.t.ion ..s.pent -about $! -4 :5 -mil-lion. 

3, heels of $ 35 million political campaign, AFL-CIO' ready for 
allorher 

.=ZL-.CIC) president John Sweeney joked Friday that reporters were 

LEXIS NEXIS' 
=A m b n  d rhr Rrcd F.!sevier pli p u p  
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S 3: millicn on independent political advocacy on the heels of 
its 1995 effort. 

LI -:-,3u -: L..m L even see more, It he said. 

r: -*qr I! in assuming organized labor will spend another 

SxteRcy and other Jabor leaders declared success Friday in their 
ef-c-w- --- L. to redefine the congressional agenda even if Democrats 
die ZDt xi: back a majority. 

" Z n  a sense, labor won before the electionftt said consultant 
Bob SchniT, theorizing that the policy agenda changed from the 
GOT Is 1934 "Contract With Americatt to working people issues. 

- -  --sa*dz S 2 2  million of AFL-CIO spending went into radio and TV ads. 

?t rzr, Farket for ?II was Seattle, where organized labor campaigned 
a9a:r.s: f ~ x r  Republicans. A l s o  near the top were Portland, Phoenix, 
33s::~ azf .Cleveland. 

- v i  c 4 c c  of organized labor have said the campaign was a failure. 
5sca-:sc tks najxity of targeted House Republicans won re-election. 

3.;~ ch? A"-CIO says it helped defeat 18 of its top 4 5  GOP targets. 

T',;,at's $0 percen't who did not win re-election, compared to a normal 
re-elecrion rate of 94 percent f o r  House incumbents. 
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HSADLINZ: Despite Setbacks, Labor Chief Is Upbeat Over Election Role 
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DATELXXE: WASHINGTOK, NOV. 11 

BODY: 

Rer>ujlicax assert that big labor was the big loser in last week's eleccixs. 
J&.z J. Sweeney is somding unmistakably upbeat nowadays even though 

Mr. Sweeney, the A.F.L.-C.I.O. president, admits to some disappointmexE char 
=he Democrats failed to regain the House despite labor's anti-Republican 
advertising blitz ana its mobilizing of' thbusands of campaign foot soldiers. But 
ir! wha= critics are calling imtant historical revisionism, he says taking back 
the HoGse was never labor's main goal. 

Rather, .he says, his central goal has always been 'to reawaken and rebuild 
the sleeping labor giant. With barely restrained jubilance, he boasts that this 
fall's political push not only roused labor from its slumber, but also 
ismonstrated t h a c  labor was once again a powerful player on the national sceze. 

\ 
nlwenre happy thaz the President was re-elected," Mr. Sweeney said in an 

interview in his eighth-floor office overlooking Lafayette Park and the White 
5ause. "We're happy that we w o n  in a lot of Zongressional races. But the real 
ha?>iness is with oxselves - -  the real happiness is what we're developing in 
energy ar,d enthusias- from xorkers.ll 

Yet, the true measure of labor's success will be revealed only in the new 

the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations, Lane. 
Kirkland, walked from the federation's headquarters to the White House to 
deliver a list of labor's 5 0  priorities. This time, the list will be shorter and 
mare achievable, Mr. Sweeney said. 

. session of Congress. After each election in years past, an earlier president of 

While acknowledging that it might.be difficult to muster a Congressional 
.,.. .rna4.o.r.i.ty..to back"labor's;-positions; he . sa id  he would try .to work closely, with 
Republican moderates - -  even though some are fuming that labor opposed their re- 
election. 

Representative Dick Armey of Texas, the House majority leader, said union 
members should be angry that labor got so little for its money, asserting that 
it spent more than $100 million on the campaign. Union officials call that 
figure ludicrous, putting their campaign costs at $ 3 5  million. 

LEXISNEXIS @ LEXIS~NEXIS @ LEXISNEXIS 
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"After spending upwards of $100 million to elect a Democratic Congress, the 
A.F.L.-C.I.O. watched the American people re-elect dozens of members they 
tried ta defeat," Mr. Armey said. "John .Sweeney owes union members an apology 
for wasting their money, often against their will, only to tilt at windmills." 

In a move that unions see as retribution, Republicans are preparing 
legislation that would inhibit labor's campaign spending by requiring uni0r.s to 
g e t  members' permission in writing before using their dues for political 
acxivities. 

Mr. Sweeney said labor intended to be a "major player1' in any debate on 
campaigz finance. "We will support a finance law," he said, "but not one that's 
an attack on the labor movement.Il 

The federation's legislative strategy, Mr. Sweeney suggested, will be to l o ~ k  
f ~ r  issues that help working families, develop a public groundswell behind 
labor's position and put pressure on some Republicans to vote labor's way. 

with c h i s  in mind,  Mr. Sweeney said labor would support legislation to 
?,ravide health coverage to uninsured children and a bill that would further 
r e s t r i c r  corporate raids on'employee pension plans. 

IE discussing the elections, Mr. Sweeney said labor could also claim victory 
because the candidates focused on issues that the federation's television 
advertising and fliers highlighted, including Medicare, education and pensions. . 

By his account, one reason the Republicans retained control of the House was 
that many Repblican freshmen moved to the center, embracing labor's stance on 
the minimum wage, education 

"We w m  this race by the 

3ut r.a ny Republicans, 
of victory is delusional. 

"Tne b e s t  acswer for how 

spending and health insurance portability. 

influence we had on the agenda," he said. 

the election was a debacle for labor, and s~.iich :all., 

labor did is to look at what Sweeney said ias: 
January, t h t  his goal was to unseat the Republican majority," said Bruce 
Josten, senior vice president of the United States Chamber of Commerce. 
"Meas';red agaimr that objective, he didn't succeed.Il 

Union leaders see a certain hypocrisy in such criticism. On one hand, 
Repub1icar.s assert that labor's spending was an abject failure. On the other 
hand, they vow to throttle such spending in the future. 

From Mr: Sweeney's viewpoint,. Republicans and business leaders are angry thac . 

+labor is -flexing *its muscles.-again,. .and.. they are .intent .on .denying labor a level 
playing f ie'ld. 

"With a l l  the rhetoric about how much money the labor movement put in, it was 
a drop in the bucket compared with all the money the business community put into 
t h e  districts where we campaigned," Mr. Sweeeney said. "Business put in eight 
times what w e  put in. There was a real business blitz at the end of the 
caxpaign. 
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That Xitz and the Democrats' embarrassment over foreign contributions 
persuaded many voters to back Republican candidates to check President Clinton, 
he said. 

Mr. Sweeney's staff has sifted through election results and polling numbers 
to make the case that labor's political offensive had big payoffs and was backed 
overwhelmingly by union members. 

Labor's efforts, the staff members noted, helped oust 18 Republican House 
incumbents. They also noted that 62 percent of union members voted for Democrats 
a25 35 percent for Republ'icans in Congressional races, while in nonunion 
househol'ds the vote went 4 5  percent Democratic, 53 percent Republican. 

3ct Rep.;blicans note that Democrats won in just a third of the three dozen 
diszricts where the federation ran broadcast advertisements. 

Labs= officials are proud that union households accounted for 2 4  perce5.t of 
t:?z eletzxate, up from 19 percent in 1992. This increase, they say, meazr 4 

Dornocratiz candidates. 
aJ+ ...--AL--; 7 . CIC exzra voters and 2 . 5  million extra votes for Mr. Clinton aid other 

To defend the A.T.U.-C.I.O.ls efforts, Mr. Sweeney pointed to pcjlis t k a t  
f3-175 t k a t  70 percent of union merrbers backed the federation's political 
activities, 13 percent were neutral and 15' percent opposed. 

"Soizeone asked me, IWill we .spend as much money next time around? '  he 
recalled. "1 said, 'More. I It was money well spent. 

G?!-ZZIC: Photo :  JO~LI J. Sweeney, the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.G. ( A s s o c i a t e d  
Press!  
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EEXXINS: AFL-CIO works hard to unseat House GOP with costly ad drive 

SSZIHS: ELECTION 1995 

m3k' : 
Undcr zew and energized leadership, organized labor is pouring millions of 

d ~ l l a r s  i z t o  key Hause races aromd the nation, hoping to defeat Republicans and 
s h a s e  a Czngress m r e  responsive.to its interests. 

Rowis emanating fro3 Republicans suggest the $35 million campaign undertaken 
by the AFL-CIO already has achieved a degree of success. 

"It's had an effect on people's opinions," acknowledged Republic'an National 
Chairman Haley Barbour, accusing the unions of trying to "buy back the Congressll 
with lofalse  advertising. It 

Dermcrats need a net gain of 18 seats to retake the House from the GOP, which 
captured i~ in 19?4 for the firsr time in four decades.' That calculation 
assumes Rep. Bernie Sanders of Vermont, officially independent, will continue to 
vote wizh the Demxrats. 

AFL-CI3 Presidezt John Sweeney maintains that tne commercials accuracely 
de2icr rsJT votins records. 

- 7  uniozs, he said, have had to devote considerable resources to attempting Ifto 
take back the Congress" because Republicans tried to 'Icripple worker 
organizarions. 

The campaign by the umbrella group of 7 9  unions, officially known as t h e  
AmJrican Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations, has 
sparked counteradvertising from the GOP and major-business associations. . 

...3 epubl.i.can..,.c.andi'dates.; . who *earlier -conserved much# of- their media. funds, . have 
begun' a spurt of advertising expected to continue until Nov. 5 in an attempt to 
negate labor's campaign. 

. Likewise, the National Republican Campaign Committee, an arm of the national 
parzy ,  has begun advertising in key districts. 

The general theme of the committee's advertising, said Rep. Bill 
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Y e r k ,  STCC chairman, is that 'la Congress bought and paid for by big labor would 
rearesent the ultraliberal agenda of union bosses who oppose welfare reform, 
op?=>se a balanced budget and favor higher taxes 'on working families." 

House Speaker Newt Gingrich "believes that labor began advertising too early 
fer maximum effect," said Tony Blankley, the Georgia Republican's spokesman. . 

Most of the labor money - -  some $21 million - -  has been spent on advertising 
ir: nearly 70 House districts with Republican incumbents, many of them GOP 
freshmen considered vulnerable. The commercials accuse Republicans of trying to 
c c t  spending for Medicare - -  the GOP says it only wants to slow the rate of 
izcrease in spending - -  and education. 

The ads also. ciecry GOP opposition to an increase in the minimum wage. 

Denise Mitchell, director of public affairs for the AFL-CIO, said the 
rszaiRirq $14 million has paid for on-site campaign work in some 100 districts. 

Reg.ardless of the outcome of the elections, the AFL-CIO campaign could be 
crLcial to c;he future of organized labor, whose bargaining clout and mefibership 

5.rq?ed fron 20 percent to 15 percent. 
- = ..-e sroced. Since 1983, the percentage of workers belonging to unions has 

"The labo'r nmement will die if the status quo remains, I' declared Kate 
Brmfenbrenner, 2irector of labor education research at Cornel1 University's 
Sckocl of Industrial and Labor Relations. 

"If you do political education around the issues workers care about, it will 
h e l p  L7icr.s organize. I' 

a 

A year ago, Sweeney and other new officers were elected to take over the 
A F 3 - C I 3 ,  prozising more assertive political and bargaining tactics. 

11 p.3 % - c io r r s  Secorne more aggressive, they are becoming more Fowerfcl thzz the;. 
:?avc Seen ir! two decades," Bronfenbrenner said. 

/ 

The k?L-CIO's Mitchell s a i d  the labor federation wants Ifto break through t h e  
- .  aiicnarim t h e  warici2.g people of this country now have from the political 

systey. This is one way to really give working families a voice." 

Ir. the Sa2 Diegc area, the only incumbent targeted by the AFL-CIO has been 
R i p .  Brian Bilbray, R-Imperial Beach. But after two radio ads appeared to have 
little effect, labor officials say they have concentrated their efforts in 
districts-where they are thought to have a better chance. 

In California, labor has focused on ousting incumbent GOP Reps. Andrea 
Seastrand of Shell Beach and Frank Riggs of Windsor. . 

A spokesman for Seastrand's Democratic opponent, Walter Capps, said labor I S  

a=is in the district, estimated by the GOP to have cost nearly $500,000 so far, 
played an import ant role in airing her voting. record. 

But, the spokesman added, Capps expects the "playing field to be 
che next couple of weeks with expenditures by Republicans and their 

1 eve 1 e d 'I in 
supporters. 
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been in Arizona's 6th Congressional 

District. 
campaip against freshman Republican J.D. Hayworth, who is in a close race with 
Steve Wens, former chairman of the Arizona Democratic Party. 

effectiveness and that fresh GOP media buys now will turn the tide in favor of 
Ea>worz.h. 

Unions have spent more than $1 million in a saturation advertising 

.A spkesman for Hayworth said that the labor ads have "peaked" in 

A major force countering the AFL-CXO's advertisements is made up of business 
groups calling themselves The Coalition. It's been running commercials 
attacking union bosses and accusing labor of lying about the Republicans' record 
o,r? Medicare. 

The 2 5  organizations in The Coalition include the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
National Association of Manufacturers and the National Federation of Independent 
Busiriesses. 

"We need to discredit this labor campaign," said a spokesman for the chamker. 
It has Seen estimated The Coalition will have spent $10 million.by Election Day 
2 2  lZS CZfZTt. 

. .  . - r  

Prc?xents of campaign finance reform say spending by labor and The Coalition 
reveal loo2holes in the currer.t system. 

Urder federal law, an interest group soliciting votes for a congressional ' 

candidaze is limited to spending $5,000. There' is no limit, however, on 
expenditures aimed at highlighting voting records of candidates - -  an exclusior! 
used by both labor and business groups. 

"The effect is the same as if they were contributions to the candidates," 
said Lisa Rosezberg, director of the Federal Election Commission Watch at the 
Cer.ter 5 3 ~  Respnsible Politics. 

PDlitically, labor wants Democrats back in control of Congress on the 
assumpzion Democrats would give unions legal advantages in organizing and - .  3a~ga4-i - 

-I.--. 5. 

Unions also su??ort proposals concerning pension reform, educatior! and health 
c a r e  reseiibling the congressional Democrats' IIFamilies First" agenda. Union 

. officials and Democratic leaders say the programs were developed separately and 
similarities are coincidental. 

Despite Republican control of the just-concluded Congress, labor succeeded in 
obtaining a minimum-wage increase. 

Orgacized labor also helped kill GOP-sponsored bills that would have forced 
I m.ions to.-obtain..mernbers.' permission t o  spend dues on political ,efforts and 
eased laws governing overt'ime pay axi"d"*h-ours. 

L V G U A G S :  ENGLISH 
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meek-loaking man w h o  smiles more like a parish pastor tending his flock than the 
campaign guerrilla strategist who is furiously denounced by Republicans across 
the cou~try as the bare-knuckled I'Boss of Big Labor." 

1 J o k  2 .  Sweeney was at large today out on the political landscape, a 

0,n his first anniversary as the president of the A.F.L.-C.I.O., Mr. Sweeney 
arrived mattended in the fog and headed quickly to another workers' rally in 
another stop among hundreds of labor backroads he has been tirelessly working. 
There, he gave a modestly rousing speech but, even more critical to his mission, 
seemed delighted to field still more local reporters' questions of whether the 
labor mcvement, by g0ir.g after House Republican freshmen with combative, 
expensive campaigns of criticism, was showing too much muscle in this 
electior!. 

The very idea, the 62-year-old son of an immigrant bus driver and a 
/ 

housemaid had to muse privately: too much muscle coaxed from a labor movement so 
recently mocked fcr its political flab and flagging membership. 

The -,ion-muscle question resounds at every stop and, coming so soon after 
Big Labor's funereal status after the 1994 elections, seems to put snap in Mr. 
Sweeney's speech. H i s  pate white-wreathed, his smile ever ready, Mr. Sweeney 
braces his pastorly demeanor with steely calls for  workers to turn the 
Republican Congress from office f o r  "the ugliness that has taken hold of our 
land." ' 

' 

"Brothers and sisters, two years ago American unions were history," Mr. 
Sweeney -told his members. in bittersweet. exultation.. "Today we .are .making 
history. 'I 

He is making union history with a special election-year fund of $25  mil.lion 
worth of attack advertisements and $10 million in political organization and. 
cadre, all hammering away at the Republican Congress since the summer. Mr. 
Sweeney, underestimated by many as another colorless careerist in the movement, 
stood today before a crowd of cheering union workers at the 'Statehouse as a 
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newi)* discovered national political force, a man once overlooked in the 
movezlent's cxfortable hierarchy suddenly become labor's patriarchal hope. 

"Sweeney cmes on very meek, but then he grows on you with his actions,'I said 
Charlie O'Leary, the state president of the movement, brought back from a 
certain despair, he admits, by Mr. Sweeney's sudden plunge into campaign 
generalship.,On a scale not tried before by the movement, Mr. Sweeney decided to 
send 131 full-time political coordinators into the field to direct thousands of 
mion .volunteers. Their targets are 96 Congressional districts, including those 
of the freshman loyalists of Speaker Newt Gingrich, with a flood of high-profile 
tteducation'l advertisements attacking Republicans on Medicare and other sensitive 
entitlement-program issues. In turn, business interests have answered with a $30 
million counteroffensive of ltBoss'l-bashing ads. 

Mr. Sweeney seems thereby to have compounded his personal clout, whatever the 
phezmexon may or may not imply for labor's chances at reversing membership 
decline. Nit5 merry confidence, Mr. Sweeney dismisses all questions of the risks 
invcl-Ted, shoxld he fail and face antilabor retaliation from a renewed 
Republican majority. 

I' -*- dare Eouse is going to change," he declared with an elfin smile. He insists 
the 3cxocrats xiil retake Congressional power, and labor'will be a principal 
player once m x e  with a new politicking-cum-organizing machine that he has 
desiqz-..ed to make the movement a force in future local, state and national 
elec:ior.s. 

Ris efforr, which some equate with the Christian Coalition's organizational 
push beyoad imn?arcisan limits, is something brand new for labor. And even 
z k q 5  canpaip records show the union war chest is dwarfed nine-to-one by the 

the reaxakening of a sleeping giant. 
3e--.i..? .. ,-,-,cans' < car;.,paign contributions from business, Mr. Sweeney said it reflected 

"If t5e Gingriches and Doles of the world did anything in the last session of 
Congress, they scared the hell out of the labor movement," he said in an 
inter-ziew. 1: this spirit of near-gratitude, the labor leader stepped to the 
riicrc?hcne here with a speech that resonated with some timeless l'abor themes but 
in language carefully tested by the movement's focus-group advisers. 

"We're here to send a message to the big banks, special interests and the 
aree5y corporations who.have beer, able tc take advantage of working families fo r  
years," Mr. Sweeney declared, drawing throaty howls and vows of victory from the 
union workers who seemed, in his presence, to feel good once more about 
politics. 

One worker waved his fist and shouted exuberantly: I1Letts double that fund 
and really kick their butt!" 

But Republicans are tracking Mr. Sweeney's movements, too, with an eye to 
their own campaign of portraying him to Maine voters as the intrusive agent of 
complacent, even corrupt, ally,of big government. tlThere'll definitely be some 
voter backlash to this," said Floyd R. Rutherford 2d, campaign manager for one 
of Mr. Gingrich's Republican freshman, Representative John B. .Longley Jr. of 
Maine. llSweeneyis putting a face on a movement that voters view as deceitful," 
he said, referring to union ads that portrayed the Gingrich Republicans as 

a 
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scheming to cut Medicare and other popular social programs. 

For Mr. Sweeney, the telling evidence that the movement's campaign may be 
working came not with t,he Republicans' counterattack but with Congress's 
approval this year of a rise in the minimum wage that had been rated as having 
no chance after the Republicans' 1994 victory. 

I 

Blending politics and union organizing is an old endeavor for Mr. Sweeney, 
who was a Democratic district leader 3 5  years ago in New York when he first 
began climbing the trade union ladder. As much as he talks of an updated labor 
agenda, geared to international markets, he also invokes the "wage and wealth 
gap" as the stuff of renewed labor militancy. 

One w.orking woman in a windbreaker approached him here with an opening bit of 
gratitude - -  "If it wasn't for the union" - -  that precisely echoed his own 
recollection of his father's gratitude as his transit union rolled the 48-hsilr 
workweek back to 4 0 .  As a boy, Mr. Sweeney witnessed the fabulous bargaining 
ancics of Mike Quill, the New York'transit union leader.. Even more, he can do a 
good imitation frcrn memory of Robert F. Kennedy's campaign rallying voice or! the 
streets of the city. The twin strains of politicking and organizing seem to nee: 
in Mr. Sweeney's ailljitious attempt to resurrect the labor movement. 

'!The real success will be in how we follow up to this election, how we keep 
the momentum, how we keep the structure in place at the grass roots level so 
that they are there for the next local election, state election, whatever it 
takes'," he said, heading on to his next labor rally in New Hampshire with'a 
certain calcdatea abandon. 

GRAPii 'IC: Photo: Labor, once mocked for its political weakness, is flexing i t s  
muscle w.der John J. Sweeney. He observed. his first anniversary as president of 
the A.F.L.-C.I.O. yesterday at a labor rally in Augusta, Me. (Keith Meyers/'The 
N e w  York Times) (pg. DS) a. 
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PRESIDENT'; HILLARY CLINTON REPLIES TO BOB DOLE'S 
C O E G h T  THAT: "IT DOES NOT TAKE A VILLAGE TO RAISE A CHILD. IT TAKES A FAlvlZLY." 

BYLIXE: Bill LaFArecht Post-Dispatch Washington Bureau Patrick E. Gauen And Jo 
Ma-rl?les Of The Pas:-Dispatch Staff Contributed To This Article. 

DATELIE: CHICAGO 

or; a vc ..-3i.- ---- d e v x e i  t= family theries, Hillary Rdham Clinton said Tues6,a:;- 
tkac h e r  h s b a n d ' s  re-election would improve the lives of millions of chil.5.rer: 
in ATerita's "village. I' 

f i rs . .  Cliz~on trumpeted President Bill Clinton's successes on children and 
family issues in a speech notable for its measured tones. 

1' f c  r a k e s  a president who believes not only in the potential of his OWTI 

c E L d ,  l x z  cf all children; who believes not only in the strength of his ob= 
fani1y, Sur ~f the Anerican family; who believes not only in the promise of each 
~f i l s  a s  ic5ividuals, but in our promise together as a nation," she said. The 
phrases eczsea t h e  title of her book, "It Takes a Village. 'I 

. .  

"it takes a president who not only holds these beliefs but acts on the;;.. It 
e takes Bill C l i n t o n ,  'I she said. 

vrs.  Clix?.ton p t  a tumultuous recepti.on on the second night of the Democratic 
. Nat ioza l  Conventioz. Her speech - delivered from the podium - was neither as 

persanal o r  as chatty as Elizabeth Dole's from-the-aisles delivery to the 
RepLSlican cmveFe '  rALIu.. -* in San Diegc. 

Instead, Mrs. Clinton seemed to focus on policy issues. She also seemed to 
azsxer Republican nominee Bob Dole, whose acceptance speech questioned the 
wisdom of the proverb that it takes a village to raise a child. 

Yrs. Clinton, whose speech drew additional interest because. of Mrs. Dole's . 
. . . aD3earance; -- - -- 'said'. she--had decided .to. speak- about the. chi1drenI.s issues .. she has 
worked on for years. She led a parade of speakers who struck pro-family themes 
thaz have long been associated with the GOP. Like Clinton in recent months, the 
Democratic Party served notice Tuesday night that it would no longer cede that 
political ground. 

Xarmaxy in the convention held Tuesday as the party approved its platform 
w i r h  little debate. Prominent liberals on the podium - Jesse J ackson and former 
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r j g w  York  Gov. Mario Cuomo - soft-pedaled opposition to Clinton's rightward drift 
oz welfare and other matters. 

highlight Vice President A 1  Gore. Clinton will deliver his acceptance speech 
Thursday night and presumably tell Americans what he would do in a second term. 

. Tonight, Clinton will be formally renominated in a program that will 

On Tuesday, House Minority Leader Richard A .  Gephardt, D-Mo., devoted his 
second ccnvention speech in two nights to promoting the Democratic Party's 
"?arnilies First" initiative for regaining control of Congress. 

*'It is not a contract to be broken," Gephardt said, contrasting the 
Democrats' agenda with the Republicans' Contract with America proposals that 
endure6 a roller-coaster ride of acceptance and rejection in Congress. "It is . 

not an expression of ideology, but a set of ideas to make America work for the 
families who work hard every day, who save what they can, who hope to buy a home 
and Suiic a better life for their children." 

Gep5ara.t was greeted by signs and chants of "Speaker Gephardt" - which waul5 
52 his 9osition in the House if Democrats gain 20 seats in the November 
e l e t z i o r : .  

If Clinton wins re-election, which would bolster Democratic hopes of 
regainiq the House, it may be because of his success in winning the 
electorate's center. Clinton has aggressively molded family-oriented initiatives 
ir? receat months that are designed to appeal to the middle. 

Clin~ox was praised from the podium Tuesday night for championing the ';-chip 
tcievision monitor, educational programming, anti-smoking regulations ar?5 
- ~ a r i o u s  pro-family policies. 

Tr. the keynote speech, Indiana Gov. Evan Bayh intoned the pro-family themes 
=ken he iescribed his own proud family history and lauded Clinton for providing 

~ a stajle economy and strong opportunities f c r  families. 
L 

"Fifty years from now, few will remember who addressed this convention 
* bwiiiskt," -13. 9ayh said. @'But our children will know whether we met the critical 
challenses of our time. What will they say of us? 

"Let them say - as with our paren.ts - that our  generation has delivered on 
its promises to the children. Let them say that the traditional val'ues - 
opportunity, responsibility and faith - held us tight, one generation to the 
Z e X i .  'I 

Tipper Gore, wife of the vice president, told.of her fight to win voluntary 
. .:.....l.ab.e.l.ing .'.6.f,; .records and' CDs Vo8-give parents the tools .. to protect -their .children 

f r o m  Giolence, obscenity and degradation of women." 

Then, she said, 'Ithe battle was over music, but now, thanks to President 
Clinton and Vice president Gore, parents will have even more powerful toolst1 - 
the v-chip, voluntary ratings and new educational pro grammi.ng on the ?II 
zezwcrks. 
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33isterous Greeting 
?or M r s .  Clinton, her speech Tuesday night. in her hometown offered a chance 

to repair a relationship with voters that has run hot and cold. Problems 
surfaced after she moved into the White House and took a public role in draftizg 
a 5:calth care plan that proved to be too broad, poorly explained or both. Her 
pas= connections with the Rose law firm of Arkansas, accused of misdeeds during 
thr  Whitewater investigation, brought further distress to Democrats. 

Indeed, Republicans view the "Hillary factor" as a liability to the 
presideric. Dole surprised many political observers when he indirectly criticized 
Mrs. Clinton in his acceptance speech. 

Xzs .  Clinton's speech Tuesday was primarily a recitation of her husband's 
suczesses in office, although it included several references to their daughter, 
Chslsea, 16, who was smiling at her mother from the audience. 

X r s :  Clictor,  said twice that she was overwhelmed at the long and boisterous 

ad.-.-:sec! her EO kave ner hair cut and colored orange so that she could change her 
-r--. y - z z c i n ~  she received when she took the stage. She j,oked that a friend had 

.-)--- ..d...= E=. Xillsry R o h a n  Clinton - after the eccentric Chicago Bulls basketball 
- 7  - ='.'e= . - -  

xrs.  Clizzoz, intmed the family issues that her husband has cultivated and 
y a i s e d  him f ~ r r  pro-children initiatives. 

"?arents, first aEd foremost, are.responsible for their children. But we are 
ai: respsEsiSie f o r  ensuring that children are raised in a nation that doesz't 
jl;s= t a l k  a b x t  fanily values, but acts in ways that value families,1t she s a i d .  

- -  

! t rs .  Clizzon praised the bipartisan effort leading to a new lak t h a t  will let 
7 ~ : :  Ax:srica;ls Ikeeg their health insurance if they switch jobs. She also renewed 
her call for exsanded .health insurance - the issue that caused some of her 
grc8lrms. 

1. 8-  ib3x the coLc;tr:br.m-ast take the next step of helping unem;loyed Americans and 
. .  . . .  . t n e ~ r  CT.:ICTST! keea health insurance for six months after losing their jobs," 

sh? sai5. "If you lose  your job, it's bad enough. But your daughter shouldn't 
ha-.-= t3 lose her dxtor, too. I' 

In reference t o  her daughter and other young people, Mrs. Clintori sai~: "Hex 
lifc and the lives of millions of boys and girls will be better because of what 
a l l  of us are doing together. They will face fewer obstacles and more 
possibilities. That is something we should all be proud of. And that is what 
chis election is all about." 

Jackson Urges Unity 

Jackson's speech had been one of the most eagerly awaited for its substance 
as well as style. Jackson, a two-time Democratic presidential aspirant, 
rezresezts the wing of the party that has criticized Clinton's signing last week 
of a Republican-drawn welfare law. 

"Last week, over the objections of many Democratic Party leaders and the 
oc3zsition of millions of Americans, Franklin Rooseve1t''s six-decade guarantee 
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'of support for women and children was abandoned," Jackson said. 

as did the Vietnam War at the Democratic convention in 1968. 
3ut Jackson warned people to avoid letting the welfare issue divide Democrats 

"The last time we gathered in Chicago, high winds whipped apart our big tent. 
We could not bridge that gap between strongly held opinions; we lost to 
(Richard) Nixon by the margin of our despair," Jackson said. 

Jackson said that unlike the Republicans at their convention, the Democrats 
hs5 enough diversity to allow differences of opinion over an issue as large as 
welfare. "When Pataki and Wilson disagreed in San Diego, they were sent to 
Sibtria,t' Jackson said, referring to Govs. Pete Wilson of California and George 
P a c a k i  of New York, who were denied significant speaking roles apparently 
because of their abortion rights views. 

t u o m ~ ,  one of the Democratic Party's foremost liberal voices, was a late 
a55icioz tc a speaking roster short of outspoken liberals. The adaition of Cuono 
s u ~ ~ e s c d  that the party may be feeling.confident enough about' portraying i ts  
cezzris.: side this week to showcase a liberal of'Cuomo;s stature. 

G X Z 2 X Z C :  P Z X O ,  G2APiiiC; (1) Color Photo Headhot of Hillary Rodham ClintoR, ( 2 )  
Phoro F r m  AP - Hillary Radham Clinton waves to delegates as they cheer her 
before her address to the Democratic National Convention. ( 3 )  Color Graphic Logcl 
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